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By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island: Petition of Dr. Arthur
T. Jones, of Providence, R. 1., favoring preserving and strength-
ening the Medical Reserve Corps of the United States Army ;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LESHER : Petitions of Woman's Christian Temper-
ance Union of 277 people of Berwick; Woman’'s Christian Tem-
perance Union of 506 people of Orangeville; Lutheran Sunday
School of 956 people of Milton; 100 people of Milton; United
Brethren Church of Milton; Methodist Episcopal Church of
Milton; 60 men of Milton; Woman’s Christian Temperance
Union of 245 people of Milton ; 504 people of Milton; and Metho-
dist Episcopal Church of 500 people of Milton, all in the State
of Pennsylvania, favoring national prohibition; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LEWIS: Memorial of 457 members of labor unions
and ecitizens of Rio Grande, P. R., asking for an investigation
of conditions of the island ; to the Committee on the Territories.

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of 8. M. Pourie, secretary, Bangor
Grange, No. 1089, Bay City, Mich., opposing the Madden rider
in the Post Office appropriation bill; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads,

By Mr. McKINLEY : Petitions of sundry business inen of the
State of Illinois, favoring tax on mail-order houses ; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MAPES : Petitions of citizens of Grandville, Holland,
Cedar Springs, and Sparta, Mich., favoring passage of the Susan
B. Anthony amendment, enfranchising the women of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MORGAN of Oklahoma: Petition from the First
Baptist Church Sunday Sechool, Cherokee, Okla., asking for the
speedy passage of the Webb-Smith national prohibition resolu-
tion, House joint resolutions 84 and 85; to the Committee on
the Judiciary. g

Also, petition from the Sunday School of the Methodist Ipis-
copal Church, Byron, Alfalfa County, Okla., earnestly peti-
tioning for the speedy passage of the Webb-Smith national pro-
hibition resolution, House joint resolutions 84 and 85; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition signed by 138 citizens of Cherokee, Okla., asking
for the speedy passage of the Webb-Smith national prohibition
resolution, House joint resolutions 84 and 85; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PRATT: Petition of Julian A. Morris, Edward H.
Perking, and 29 other citizens of Wayland, N. Y., favoring na-
tional prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAKER: Petitions of 8 firms of Orland and Red
Bluff; 12 firms of Yreka; 13 firms of Redding; 3 merchants of
Plymonth ; 9 firms of Dunsmuir; 10 firms of Corning ; Campini &
Garibaldi, of Drytown; 12 firms of Grass Valley; 4 firms of
Amador City ; 12 firms of Nevada City ; 12 firms of East Auburn;
8 firms of Lincoln; 6 firms of Sisson; 4 firms of Weed; and 11
firms of Red Bluff, all in the State of California, favoring House
bills 270 and 712; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROGERS : Petition of citizens of Lowell, Mass,, oppos-
ing House bills 491 and 646S; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. ROWE: Petition of the United States Steel Corpora-
tion of New York, against House bill 9411, the tag bill, rela-
tive to number painted on motor boats; to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petitions of Real Estate Board of New York and New
York Building Managers' Assoclation, favoring appointment of
commission to make investigation of the coal situation; to the
Committee on Rules.

Also, memorial of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of
New York, relative to national defense; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, petition of Abraham Goldfaden Lodge, No. 505, 1. O.
B. A., against passage of the Burnett immigration bill; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of the General Federation of Women's Clubs,
favoring House bill 8668, to establish a national park service;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. SHOUSE : Petition of sundry citizens of Larned, Kans.,
protesting against passage of House bills 6468 and 491 and simi-
lar legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
-Roads.

‘- By Mr. STINESS: Papers to accompany House bill 13964,
granting an increase of pension to Emeline L. Bennett; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of Master Printers’ Association of Rhode Island,
favoring House bill 11621, providing for mailing of catalogues,
cireulars, ete., at the pound rate of 8 cents; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Providence Branch, No. 35, National Asso-
ciation of Bureau of Animal Industry Employees, favoring the
Lobeck bill for the classification of the employees of the Bureau
of Animal Industry; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of Willinm B. Kimball and others, of Providence,
R. L, protesting against House bills 491 and 6468, to amend the
postal laws; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Dr. Arthur T. Jones, of Providence, IR, 1.,
advoeating the strengthening of the Medical Reserve Corps of
the Army ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of Rhode Island liqual Suffrage Associuation,
favoring Susan B. Anthony Federal amendment for woman
suffrage ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Brown Bros. Co., of Providence, R. 1., against
t&re ?ﬂssage of Senate bill 3598; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. SUTHERLAND : Memorial of 500 ecitizens of Clarks-
burg, W. Va., favoring Federal motion picture eommission for
gmsorship of motion-picture films; to the Committee on Educa-

on. .

By Mr. TILSON : Petition of Pastors’ Union of New Haven,
Conn., urging Congress to prohibit sale of liquor in the District
of Columbia ; to the Committee on the District of Columbix.

Also, petition of Pastors’ Union of New Haven, Conn., urging
Congress to establish a Federal motion picture commission; to
the Committee on Education.

By Mr. WARD : Petition signed by Mrs. Alice E. Stevens, Till-
son ; Mrs. Helen A. Palmer, Gardiner, James B. Palmer, Plutte-
kill ; Elliot F. Soule, jr., Plattekill ; J. E. Jenkins, Plattekill ; and
Joseph Millett, Tillson, all in the State of New York, representing
the several churches, in reference to national constitutional pro-
hibition amendment ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE.
Sarurpay, April 1, 1916.
(Legislative day of Thursday, March 30, 1916.)

The Senate reassembled at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expira-
tion of the recess.

DEATH OF SENATOR SHIVELY.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Scnate
a note of thanks from Mrs. Shively addressed to the Senate of
the United States, which will be read.

The Secretary read the note, as follows:

To the Benate of the United States.

Mrs. Shively and the members of her t’amll¥ desire to
deep appreciation of your sympathy and extend to you
grateful thanks for a beautiful floral wreath,

PUBLIC DUILDING AT PARTS, TEX.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous cousent
to report back from the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, favorably with amendments, the bill (8. 5270) for a
public building or buildings at Paris, Tex., and I submit u re-
port (No. 321) thereon. 1 desire ifs present eonsideration.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. If it does not lead to any discussion,
I shall not make any objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present -
consideration of the bill? _

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

The bill was reported from the Cominittee on 'ublic Buildings
and Grounds with amendments, in line 4, to strike out the words
“ appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated ”’ and to insert “ authorized to be expended by the
Secretary of the Treasury,” in line 6 to strike out the words
“or buildings,” and in line 8, after * Paris,” to insert * Texas,”
s0 as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete., That the sum of $200,000, or so much thereof
as may be necessary, be, and the same Is hercby, anthorized to be
expended by the Seeretary of the Treasury, for the purpose of supply-
ing the necessary building for the Federal court, post ofiice, ani other
Government offices at Paris, Tex.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. CuLsersow, the title was amended so as to
read: “A bill for a publie building at Parig, Tex.”

RECLAMATION - PROJECTE,

Mr. WORKS. Will the Senator from Oregon yield to me
just a moment to offer a resolution of inquiry?
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Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, I have no objection if it does not lead
to discussion.

Mr. WORKS submitted the following resolution (8. Res. 157),
which was read, considered by unanimous consent, and agreed
to:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior is directed to furnish
the Senate with the following information :

First. The number of reclamation projects completed and under
way, gi\'lngrtho name and the location of each of them.

Second. The number of acres,beinF irrigated by each, and separately,
the number of acres susceptible of irrigation from the system.

Third. How much of the lamd that is, or may be irrigated from
each oEﬁthe projects, 18 public lands and how much held in private
ownership.

Fourth. The total number of acres of private lanids now being irri-
gated by each of the projects, and how much of such lands is suscep-
tible of irrigation by each.

NATIONAL DEFENSE.

My, CHAMBERLAIN. 1 ask to have the unfinished business
laid before the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is before the Senate now.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. IX. 127G6) to increase the efficiency of
the Military Establishment of the United States.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I desire to speak briefly this
morning to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Iowa
[Mr, Coanrins].  On the same day that he gave notice he would
offer this amendment T also gave notice that T would offer the
amendment, and later I learned that the junior Senator from
New York [Mr. WapswortH], who likewise had been interested
in the subject, had presented substantinlly the same amendment.

I recognize the fact that there has been a good deal of very
learned discussion as to how far the Government may federalize
the National Guard. I do not intend to go fully into that ques-
tion this morning, but suffice it to say that, so far as the pending
amendment is concerned, it is not, in my judgment, relevant.
Ut'llnlm' the Constitution Congress Is given this power, among
others:

To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the militia, and
for %'n\'nmlng such part of them as may be employed in the service of
the United States, reserving to the States, respectively, the ag?olntmont
of the officers and the authority of training the militia according to the
discipline preseribed by Congress.

Of ecurse no question can arise after the National Guard has
been mustered into the Federal service as to the authority of the
Commander in Chief over the National Guard. If the service of
the National Guard is desired, and if there be any question as to
the authority of the Federzl Government to take over the Na-
tional Guard under the present law, there is no doubt in my mind,
first, that the National Guard would have the right to volunteer
their services just as they did during the Spanish-American
War, and, secondly, if they «id not desire to volunteer their
services, there is, in my judgment, no question about the au-
thority of Congress to provide for the drafting of the National
Guard into that service.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Braxprcee] on yesterday
introduced into the Recorb several very learned articles by the
former Secretary of War, Mr. Stimson.

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Senator pardon an interruption?

Mr. POMERENE. Certainly.

Mr. CLAPP. Does the Senator mean by his expression “ draft-
ing the National Guard ™ that they could be drafted otherwise
than as a part of the citizenship of the country subject to draft?

Mr. POMERENE. Oh, no; I do not.

Mr. CLAPP. 1 supposed not, but I thought the Senator ex-
pressed a little doubt. 5

Mr, POMERENE. I simply mean that Congress could adopt
regulations by the terms of which the National Guard could be
drafted into the service of the Federal Union.

Mr. CLAPP. Simply because they would be subject to the
draft, like everybody else.

Mr. POMERENE. Most assuredly.

Mr., Stimson refers in a very learned way to the difficulties
which arose between the militia and the Federal Government
during the War of 1812. In brief, the authorities in Massa-
chusetts and Connecticut insisted that the Federal Government
did not have the power to call them; that they were subject
more immedintely to the control of the States than to the Federal
Government, and the Supreme Court of Massaclhusetts sustained
that contention. But later on the Supreme Court of the United
States, according to the article written by Mr. Stimson, over-
ruled—and, I think, rightly—the position taken by the Supreme
Court of the State of Massachusetts.

I think we can agree in this proposition, that while the Fed-
eral Government is given the power to organize, arm, and dis-
cipline the National Guard, if the Federnl Government should
refuse to exercise that power the State could exercise it or the
State and the Federal authorities could exercise this power

concurrently. But in the event that there should be any con-
flict as between the two authorities, then it must follow that the
Federal authorities would have supremacy.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield
to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. POMERENE. I yield.

Mr, CUMMINS. I think the Senator from Ohio must have
misunderstood the question propounded by the Senator from
Minnesota. I desire to call the attention of the Senator from
Ohio to the House provision with regard to the authority of the
President to draft the National Guard in time of war. It is
in section 77. The House provision is:

Sgc. 77. That when Congress shall have authorized the use of the
armed land forces of the United States in the emergency of actual
or imminent war, requiricg the use of troops in excess of those of the
Regular Army. the President may, under such regulations as he shall
preseribe, draft into the military service of the United States, to serve

therein for the perlod of the war unless sooner discharged, any or all
members of the National Guard.

I think it probable that the Senator from Ohio did not in-
tend to say that the House provision in that respect is not valid
or not constitutional.

Mr. POMERENE. I did not have in mind the House pro-

vision at all. I was simply discussing the general proposition, .

and I simply wanted to make myself clear as saying that the
Federal Government would have the right to draft the National
Guard just the same as it would the individual citizen. I do
not intend to say, however, that it may not go further, and I
do not intend this morning to discuss that question.

Mr, CUMMINS. I did not want any misunderstanding to
arise. I express no opinion about it myself, but the House bill
has definitely provided that the National Guard can in the
event of war be drafted as such.

Mr. CLAPP. The Senator from Olio and myself understood
one another. He used the expression *“draft the National
Guard” and I supposed he meant that the members of the
National Guard, as he was discussing the subjeet, would be
subject to draft like any other citizen.

Mr. POMERENE. Most assuredly; the members of the Na-
tional Guard are citizens of the State and citizens of the United
States, and the mere fact that they may be members of the
National Guard of a State does not deprive them of their
character as citizens of the Federal Government and therefore
subject to the rules and regulations which may be prescribed by
the Federal Government.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr, President

The VICE PRESIDEXNT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield
to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. POMERENE. T yield.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Let me ask the Senator from Iowa, if I

may, did I understand him fo claim that the I’resident could

draft into the service of the United States the Nutional Guard
organizations as such?

Myr. CUMMINS. I =aid that the House bill so provides, but
I did not express an opinion with regard either to the wisdom
or the legality of the provision.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. If the Senator will pardon me, I do not
read the House bill as he does. As I read the language which
he himself read a minute ago in section 77, page 97, it provides
that *“ (he President may, under such regulations as he shall
prescribe, draft into the military service of the United States,
to serve therein for the period of the war unles: sooner dis-
charged, any or all members of the National Guard,” but not
the National Guard organization as such.

Mr. CUMMINS. I read it precisely as the Senator has now
read it.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I say the Senator did read it that way,
and reading it that way I do not see how he finds authority
there to draft the organizations entire as organizations as such
but only the members of the organizations.

Mr. CUMMINS. What I sald was that the House bill pro-
vided that the National Guard could be segregated from other
citizens of the country and be subjected to a draft in time of
war, because they are or would be members of the Nationul
Guard, and I so understand the House provision.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Whether that is a segregation of the
members «f the National Guard from the other individuals of
the country who are liable to do military service and be drafted
therefor is a different proposition.

Mr. POMERZINE. Mr. President, the matter which is now
being discussed by Senators does not affect the important ques-
tion which I have in mind and that is the wisdom or the un-
wisdom of the amendment which has been offered by the Sen-
ator from Iowa,
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I take it that whatever system may be devised by the Federal
Congress it is in part going to be composed of the National

Guard, and that being so, necessarily the question arises as to

how we should treat the National Guard. The militia existed in
this country long before the Federal Army existed. The militia
had done service, and valinnt service. We have had them in
time of peace and in time of war.

I recognize the fact that many who seem to think that we
should have one centralized Federal Army are disposed to
criticize, and criticize severely, the National Guard; but I dare
say that if we were to leok with a eritical eye into the history
of the military power' of this country, for every criticism that
can be advanced against the National Guard an equal criticism
can be made against the manner in which the Regular Army
itself has been organized and controlled.

It is not recessary to take the time of the Senante to refer to
the splendid service which was rendered by the militia in many
of the battles during the Revolutionary War. I grant you there
have been mistakes made by it; but if we are to speak of mis-
takes we can not lose sight of the faet that during the Spanish-
Ameriean War the Regular Army of this country was not itself
perfect. For every mistake that was made by the militia
which was mustered into the service during that war, a like
mistake can be found to have been made on the part of those
who had control of the Regular Army.

Uniler the provisions of this bill we have the Regular Army,
the Volunteer Army, so-called, and the militia. No one differs,
I take it, in the thought that the militia is to form a goodly
part of whatever force we may have after this legislation has
been ecompleted. That being so, it seems to me that the one
matter which should be given very eareful consideration by the
Senate and the House of Representatives is, How shall we treat
the militia? -

Reference was made yesterday to the incompetence of the
militia as it existed in the early history of the country; some
reference was made to it as it has existed since the civil war:
but I want to remind those who are criticizing the militia of
the country that, if there is any fault in the regulations which
have controlled them in their organization, in their discipline,
the fault does not lie any more at the door of the militia or the
National Guard than it lies at the door of the War Department
of this country, or at the very doors of Congress itself.

It is said the militin were not properly organized; that they
were not properly disciplined. Well, what of it? Congress has
the power to regulate the organization and the discipline; and
it does that through the administrative power of the War De-
partment itself. So, if they have not been properly disciplined,
it is not because the Congress did not have the power to regu-
late it, for the Constitution itself provides that the Congress
has the authority to organize, to arm, and to disecipline the
militia.

I take if that, if the militia in past years have not measured
up to the proper standard, we can go a little further and in-
quire why. What encouragement has the Congress given to the
militin? What attention has been paid to the militia by the
War Department of this country? I assert that if no more
attention had been paid to the Army itself by the Congress and
by the War Department, if they had been given no more en-
couragement than the militin has been given by the Federal
Government, they would not be able to surpass even the militia,
if the standard of the militia were no higher than that which is
charged against it by the crities of the National Guard.

But, Mr. President, whatever may be said of the militia and
of its discipline as it existed before the Civil War or as it ex-
isted prior to the Spanish-American War, the same criticism
cnn not with justice be directed toward that branch of the service
now or since the Spanish-American War. I know something of
the service which has been rendered by the National Guard
in my own State; and when I speak of the National Guard 1
include both officers and men. They come from every locality
in the State. The members of the National Guard are taken
from the very best of our citizenry. If any criticism can be
made of the officers of the National Guard of Ohio, it is that
they have given so mmech attention to the development of the
National Guard that they have been compelled to neglect their
own private affairs. They have taken upon their shoulders
the organization, the training, the discipline of the men under
their command because of their love of the service and of the
State and of their country. Very little, if any, encouragement
has been given to them by the Federal Government, and when
they have come to the Capital at Washington asking favors
often they have been received with scant courtesy. I want to
submit that, taken man for man, the National Guard of the
State of Ohio and of many of the other States of which I have

some knowledge will measure up fairly well with the men in
the Regular service.

Mr. Stimson, in one of his articleg, refers to the fact that the
attendance upon the drills by the National Guard has perhaps
not been in excess of 60 per cent. It is a just criticism, whiech
can be made; but it seems to me that if they are to be given the
proper encouragement the failure to attend will be reduced to a
minimum,

If we are going to eriticize the militia, let us refer for a mo-
ment to conditions as they prevail in the Federal Army. Ac-
cording to a statement which is placed upon our desks this
morning, we find that there are 67,765 men now alive who left
the Regular Army during the last 10 years, and that of this
number 6,893 “went into civil life” without terminating their
services honorably. They either deserted and did not return
to the service or were discharged by sentence of a general court-
martial.

Now, if we are looking for mistakes which we want to cor-
rect, if we are looking for matters of criticism, let us be fair to
both branches of the service; but it seems to me, instead of our
dealing in crimination and recrimination against one branch or
the other of this service, we should bend ourselves to the duty
of ameliorating the condition of the service as affecting both the
militia and the Regular Army. .

Mr. President, we do not need to go very far to find that most
of the eriticism of the National Guard has emanated from the
forces in the Regular Army. I take it that the War Depart-
ment wants full and complete knowledge both as to the condi-
tion of the Federal forces and as to the condition of the Na-
tional Guard; and if there is this prejudice or bias existing on
the part of the one arm of the service against the other, it is
impossible that right information ecan be taken to the Secretary
of War or to the Commander in Chief of the Army, if he is to
get all of his information through one branch of the service.
Necessarily, if the Regular Army is not in sympathy with the
National Guard, they will look, perhaps unconsciously, with
some degree of prejudice upon that branch of the service; and
if there is the defect in the discipline of the National Guard, as
is contended by those who are criticizing them, is it not in part
due to the fact that there has not been that close, intimate rela-
tionship existing between the National Guard and the Federal
forces which ought to exist? This being so, what objectionr can
there be to having on the General Staff a certain number of
officers of the National Guard, who may be able to keep the
War Department ndvised as to what is doing among the Na-
tional Guard of the several States? Will not the War Depart-
ment be benefited by this information? If any irregularities
exist, can they not the better be corrected in this way?

The former Secretary of War suggested that in the Nutional
Guard there were 48 little armies, one for each State, under
different degrees of discipline; that it was an inharmonious
whole; and that to the extent the National Guard was com-
posed of these different elements it was lacking in efficiency.
Assuming that that criticism is just, who is to blame? Under
the Federal Constitution the Federal Government has the power
to legislate for the regulation and diseipline of the National
Guard, and if there are 48 armies in 48 States, differing in
discipline, it scems to me that the Congress and the War
Department are more to blame than are the National Guarismen
themselves.

Mr. LODGE. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator a
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Prrrman in the chair).
Does the Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts?

Mr. POMERENE. Yes,

Mr. LODGE. Is it the intention that the officers of the Na-
tional Guard whom it is proposed to add to the General Staff
shall take part in the management of the Regular Army?

Mr. POMERENE. I assume that they would be there in an
advisory capacity.

Mr. BRANDEGEHE. As experts.

Mr. LODGE. Well, as experts, of course; but are they to take
part in the management and direction of the Regular Army?

Mr. POMERENE. They are to constitute a part of the Gen-
eral Staff of the Army. ;

Mr; LODGE. The officers and men of the Regular Army,
then, are to be pro tanto subordinate to these officers of the
National Guard?

Mr. POMERENE. I do not imagine that they would be con-
trolled by the members on the staff taken from the National
Guard. They would participate in the management. There
certainly would not be a majority of National Guardsmen on
the General Staff by any means.
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Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. President, if I may interrupt the
Senator, I will say that it is proposed that the officers detailed
to the General Staff from the National Guard shall have the
same status as members of the General Staff from the Regular
Army.

MI{ LODGE. That is, they would have part in the direction
of the Regular Army of the United States?

Mr. CLAPP. No, Mr. President; 'they would act only as
advisers.

Mr. LODGE. There is nothing of that sort in the amendment.

Mr. WARREN. The chairman of the committee is right; they
would be the same as the other members of the staff.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Exactly the same.

Mr. WARREN. As I have suggested in an aside to the Sena-
tor from Minnesota, the officers of the General Staff do not
direct, except through the head of the department. Of course,
they are advisers to the department.

Mr. CLAPP. That is all the officers of the National Guard
will do.

Mr. LODGE. Are they to advise concerning and to have
power over the Regular Army, or are they to be confined to
National Guard matters?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, DMr. President, I think there is a mis-
apprehension as to the powers and duties of the General Staff.
They do not govern the Army——

Mr. LODGE. I understand that.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. And the National Guard officers,
whom it is proposed to place on the General Staff, will have
exactly the same functions to perform as the General Staff
of the Army.

Mr. LODGE. Precisely ; that is, they will advise not only in
regard to the National Guard, but they will advise also as to
the management and control of the Regular Army, of which the
President is Commander in Chief.

Mr. WARREN. The same as the other officers of the General
Staff, and the General Staff would still have to aet through
the Secretary of War.

Mr. LODGE. I understand that.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. There would be only 5 members of
the National Guard on the General Staff containing 92 officers
of the Regular Army.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Towa?

Mr. POMERENE. 1 yield to the Senator from Towa.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I simply desire to suggest
to the Senator from Massachusetts that the General Staff under
this bill is composed of 92 officers of the Regular Army. This
amendment proposes to admit to that body 5 officers of the
National Guard, and, inasmuch as the duties of the General
Staff are entirely advisory, it seems to me that the presence of
5 members of the National Guard, as compared with 92 members
of th> Regular Army, ought not to create any great apprehen-
sion with respect to the advice that will be given from 'time to
time by the General Staff.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Ohio allow me to make a suggestion?

Mr. POMERENE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr, LEE of Maryland. Perhaps the Senator from Massa-
chusetts was not here yesterday afternoon when the Senator
from New York [Mr. WapswonrTH] gave a concrete and very apt
example of the manner in which there eould be cooperation be-
‘tween the National Guard officers of the General Staff as ad-
wvisers and collaborators and the Regular Army officers on that
staff. He illustrated a case where a militia officer had been
requested to come here and collaborate 'with the General Staff
as to the details of a proposed mobilization, and he showed how
much use that officer had been to the General SBtaff in the sug-
gestions he was able to give because of his knowledge of the
details of the militia situation.

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator from Maryland hns concluded——

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I have been trespassing on the time of
the Senator from Ohio, I have concluded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
vield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Alr. POMERENE. I yield to the Senator from \Iussnchusetts

Mr. LODGE. 1 was aware of the duties of the General Staff,
and I gathered from reading the amendment that only five offi-
cers were to be added from the National Guard ; but what I want
to find out is whether they are to have the same advisory powers
in regard to the Regular Army as other members of the General
Stall, because that I think is an important point, I also want
to know—and the Senator from Maryland has been kindly en-
lightening me in regard to the matter—whether a National

Guard officer from New York is to advise the Government what
to do with the militia from Massachusetts?

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, the time may come, if there
should be war, when it will be very necessary for the War
Department to have all the information it ean get from all
sources. That being =o, it oecurs to me that it is not going
to militate against the efficiency of the War Department if they
can have some information and some advice from some national
guardsman, particularly with reference to the efliciency of the
organization and the qualifications of the National Guard, and
they may be able to aid with their advice in the direction even
of the Federal froops themselves. As the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. ComMmins] has suggested, the number would be so small
that they could not dominate and contrel the operations :of the
Army if they would, and the members of the General Stafl all act
in an advisory capacity.

Let me give just a little incident which was brought to my
notice by one of the officers of the National Guard of Ohio a few
weeks ago in discussing this subject. At Camp Perry the
National Guard meet once a year for their field practices. The
enfire guard are there. They go through the usual field maneu-
vers. Some of the officers of the Federal Army were out there
to inspect the Ohio National Guard, and several of these officers
stated to the officers of the National Guard that they themselves
had been particularly benefited personally by witnessing these
maneuvers, ‘and further stated that never in their careers as
officers of the Federal Army had they seen so many soldiers at -

.one time on one field.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Kansas? .

Mr. POMERENE. I do.

Mr. THOMPSON, Is it not true that the National Guard
usually go to the military posts of the Itegular Army for their
maneuvers and drills, and that they use the same discipline as
the Regular Army?

Mr. POMERENE. I know that they do attend.
is a general rule or not, I can not say.

Mr. THOMPSON. The discipline is practically the same for
one as it is for the other; is it not?

Mr. POMERENE. It should be the same.

Mr. President, I felt at the time this matter was called to
my attention that no system ‘was going to be adopted here which
would not be in part composed of the National Guard. That
being true, I see no reason why a limited number of the officers
of the National Guard—whoe no doubt will be selected because
of their efliciency and familiarity with military affairs, and
particularly with the affairs of the National Guard—will not
be a very great aid to the Government, not only in time of war
but in time of peace, when it comes to the proper disciplining
of the forces of the counfry.

For these reasons, very briefly stated, I indulge the hope that
this amendment, or something dkin to it, may be adopted.

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, I desire to make some observa-
tions on those features of this bill which relate particularly to
the so-called National Guard. I would not presume to discuss
what may be ealled the expert features of this bill or of any bill
providing for a military system, because I am not qualified to do
so; but I am disposed to offer some observations as to that
portion of the bill which has to do with law and government and
polities.

Mr. President, the fathers nowhere disclosed greater wisdoni
fhan in those provisions of the Constitution wherein they
equipped this country for self-defense. In no part of that in-
strument were more courage and foresight disclosed than in that

Whether it

part which has to do with the method and means by which the

Republie can take care of itseif in case of danger. With singular
aloofness from those prejudices and sentimeunts which so often
embarrassed the framers of free institutions in former times,
they dared to lodge in one place that eapacity for action and that
unity of purpose so indispensable to governments in time of war.
They were not afraid to trust the President with power sufficient
to save the Republic for fear they might trust him with sufficient
power to destroy the Republic. Their vision, their reasoning in
this respect, amounted to the highest possible cenception of _
statesmanship ; and to do in the face of bitter denunciation what
their judgment told them it was essential to do was an exhibi-
tion of moral courage ennobling to all who contemplate even
again and again their work.

It was natural they should give care to this part of their
work, beeause they had just come from the battle field. Wash-
ington and Hamilton, who had gone through the Revolution, sat
in the convention. It was, therefore, quite logical for them ‘o
seek to.avoid some of the mistakes which had been made by so-
called republics in former times, wherein sufficient and eflicient
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power had not been given to the Government to protect itself in
times of danger. To that end they set about to concentrate the
powers of the Government so that those powers could be used
efTectively and efficiently and successfully in all military matters.

They had no illusions about a republic remaining at all times
in a state of peace because of the fact that it was a republie.
They understood thoroughly that, regardless of the form of gov-
ernment and of the purposes of the Government, or of the
people, and of their devotion to peace, nevertheless there would
be times when all the powers of the people must be concentrated
in an effective means for the protection of the Government and
of the people. They were perfectly familiar with the weakness
of former republican governments wherein there was divided
authority and divided responsibility with reference to military
affalrs. So, Mr. President, the builders of this Government
centralized tremendous powers in the President of the United
States in times of danger. The late Civil War revealed how
much we owe to them for having done so.

Preliminary to the discussion of the real question before us,
1 eall attention to the language of the Federalist upon some of
these matters.

My, Hamilton, in the opening article of the Federalist, says:

On the other hand, it will be equally forgotten that the vigor of gov-
ernment is essential to the security of llberty; that in the contempla-
tion of a sound and weli-lnformed ju ent their interests can never be
separated ; and that a dnnfomus ambltion more often lurks behind the
speclous mask of zeal for the rights of the people than under the for-
bidding appearance of zeal for the firmness and efficiency of govern-
ment, History will teach us that the former has been found a much
more certain road te the introduction of despotism than the latter, and
that of those men who have overturned the liberties of republics the
greatest number have begun their career by paying an obsequious court to
the people, commencing demagogues and ending tyrants.

In this opening article we find their lofty purpose indicated
and a true revelation of their minds. They were not hesitant
to leave the commanding of the entire Army and Navy of the
United States to one man, the chosen Chief Magistrate of the
country., They centralized, as no other Republic had even been
willing to do, this power to command the fighting forces. While
guarding the raising of the armies by certain provisions else-
where found, in the matter of commanding the forces there was
to be that individual responsibility which all their experiences
warned them to be essential.

In No. 6 of the Federalist it is said:

But, notwithstanding the concurring testimony of experience in this
particular, there are still to be found visionary or designing men, who
stand ready to advocate the paradox of perpetual peace between the
States, though dismembered and alienated from each other. The genius
of Republics, say they, is pacific; the spirit of commerce has a tend-
ency to soften the manners of men, and to extinguizsh those Infiam-
mable humors which have so often kindled into wars. Commercial
Republics, like ours, never will be disposed to waste themselves in
ruinous contentions with each other. They will be governed by mutual
interest, and will cultivate a spirit of mutual amity and concord.

But, says the writer:

Have republics in practice been less addicted to war than mon-
archies? Are not the former administered by men as well as the
latter? Are not there aversions, predilections, rivalships, and desires
of unjust acquisitions that affect nations as well as kings? Are not
popular assemblies frequently subject to the impulses of rage, resent-
ment, jealousy, avarice, and of other irregular and violent propensities?
Is it not well known that their determinations are often governed
by a few individuals in whom they place confidence, and that they are,
o{ course, llable to be tinctured by the passions and views of those
individuals. Has commerce hitherto doue anything more than change
the objects of war?

This is particularly interesting at this time; for, after all,
one of the controlling influences which led to the great contlict
now raging in Europe was that of a desire for commercial
supremacy. “

Is not the love of wealth as domineering and enterprising a passion
as that of love of power or glory? Have there not been as many wars
founded upon commercial motives, since that has become the prevalling
system of nations, as were before occasioned by the cupidity opturritory
or dominion? Has not the spirit of commerce, in many instances,
administered new incentives to the appetite, both for the one and for
the other? Let experience, the least fallible gulde of human opinion,
e appealed to for an answer {o these inquiries,

Citing a2 number of historieal illustrations, he further says:

Ilave we not already seen enough of the fallacy and extravaganee
of those idle theories which have amused ns with promises of an exemp-
tion from the imperfections. the weaknesses, and the evils incident to
society in every shape? 1Is it not time to awake from the deceitful dream
of a golden age nmi to adopt as a practical maxim for the direction of
our political conduet that we, ag well as the other inhabitants of the
globe, are yet remote from tbhe happy empire of perfect wisdom and
perfect virtue?

So, Mr. I’resident, entertaining the view that a republic
couldd not be considered as exempt from war, however devoted
the people of that republic might be to peace, and entertaining
the view that in hours of danger there must be a centralization
of power, so far as military action is concerned, the framers of
ithe Constitution did not hesitate to centralize that power in
the Chief Magistrate, and made him the Commander in Chief

of the Army and Navy of the United States. The right to
command belongs to him, and can not be taken from him by any
act of Congress, Next, they gave to Congress, acting for all the
States, the power to raise and support armies, to provide a
national force as distinguished from the local force known us
the State militia. They said that—

The President shs Nav
of the United States, and of the militia of the sovera Btaiee Nory
called into the actual service of the United States,

It has been said in this debate that the Constitution of the
United States nowhere recognizes the State militia; that there
is no recoguition, as it were, of a national force and of a local
force; but we have that clear and unmistakable recognition in
part of section 2, Article II, of the Constitution, where they refer
to “ the militia of the several States when ealled into the actual
service of the United States.”

The framers of the Constitution, entertaining the views that
they entertained with reference to the necessity of an undivided
power and undivided responsibility in the hour of danger, would
scarcely have done other than recognize as a local force that
over which they permitted the local authorities to have any con-
trol whatever, and to provide another and a distinct force for
the National Government as contradistinguished from the local
force. If they had not regurded the militin as essentinlly a
State force and always to remain such, except in the limited
instances prescribed, they would not have consented to their be-
ing officered and trained by 13, now 48, separate authorities,
They would never have regarded such divided authority in mili-
tary affairs as other than fatal. But regarding the militin as a
State force, and having provided an undivided authority for the
national force, they consented to leaving the training of the
militia to the States,

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield. g

Mr. WILLIAMS. In that connection, if the Senator will par-
don me, does it not seem evident that inductively and histori-
cally, as well as deductively, his argument is sound, because this
force, which is ealled by the Constitution not the militia of the
United States but the militin of the several States, so as to
exclude the idea of its being the militia of the joint States, was
already historieally a preexisting force, and existed long hefore
the Federal Government was formed at all, as the militin of
the several Colonies? So that, historically as well as deductivaly,
the Senator must be right about that.

Mr., BORAH. I think the Senator is entirely correct in that

respect,

Mr. WILLIAMS. In other words, the framers of the Con-
stitution merely recognized an existing thing and connected it
with the Federal Government for times of war,

Mr. BORAH. Precisely. The fathers found a State militia in
each State. They left a State militia in each State, and they
left with the States such vital and controlling power as will,
in my judgment, always make it, for the purposes of war, inef-
fective except in a most limited way as a national force, On
the other hand, they provided for a national force without per-
mitting any limitation whatever to be placed upon it by the
States, giving to Congress authority to raise and support armies
gnd making the Commander in Chief the President of the United
States,

What I desire to do to-day—and that is all I desire to do
at this time—is to show that according to the Constitution
there is a distinct, vital limitation upon the power of Congress
with reference to the State militia, and that by reason of that
limitation, which Is vital and essential, the State militia never
can be made an effective force in war or an effective force as
a national organization. I want to show that the power of Con-
gress over the militia is a limited power, and that by reason of
that limitation the National Government can not do that which
is indispensable in fitting the militin for service in times of
national danger. I want to show that the powers left with
the States are, from a military standpoint, preponderating and
dominant, and that to spend vast sums of 1noney on the State
militia in view of these insuperable obstacles is to waste effTort—
to waste our funds so sorcly needed for real effective pre-
parednéss. -

I am not going, Mr. President, to-day at least to review
historically the effect of this division of power with reference
to the State militia as it has been demonstrated from the be-
ginning of the Government until now. I do want to say. how-
ever, in passing that in presenting this question with reference
to the ineffectiveness of the State militia fo serve the National
Government men should not be charged with assailing the per-
sonnel or the character of the men who constitute the militia.
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It is no reflection upon them as men or citizens. It is a ques-
tion of power, a question of constitutional authority which we
ought to have the courage to heed. The position which I take
in regard to it is that by reason of these provisions of the
Constitution it never can be made an effective force in Federal
affairs as a military proposition, and that being true it devolves
upon us to account to the people for putting them in touch
with the National Treasury. We should have a reason, a most
vital reason, for spending fifty or sixty millions of dollars a
vear when already every form of taxation is harassing and
annoying the citizen.

Looking at the provisions of the Constitution with reference
to the State militin we find them entirvely different in every
respect with reference to power from these which relates to the
national force. Among other things in Article I, part of section
8, it says:

The Congress shall have power * *
the militia

For what purpose? Not for all purposes. Not as Congress
may raise and support an army, not as it may put in action the
national foree, but for three specific and well-defined, well-
known, and recognized purposes only.

First, to execute the laws of the Union; second, to suppress
insurrection ; ©nd, third, to repel invasion.

ovide for or, izing, ar 1i the militia, and
e e e
m:nt gf the uﬂi:e?s,;e;d tl:.ig au‘t)hnrl'w o!tg'ﬂning the militia Mcl;l;%ﬁﬂg
to the discipline prescribed by Congress. :

It has been said that the power of Congress over the State
militia is the same as the power of Congress over the Army
with the exception of the authority to appoint the officers and
training the militin. We need not discuss many of the closer
guestions, what might be called the hair-splitting question with
reference to. the authority of Congress over the State militia.
Let us deal alone with the vital and controlling constitutional
powers. We have here the clear and unmistakable provision
reserving to the States execlusively the naming of the officers
and the training of the militia, These duties devolve upon and
belong exclusively to the State. You can not purchase these
reservations away from the State by putting the militia upon
the pay roll. You ecan not go into the market and barter in
constitutional power. You must get it from the Constitution
* without money and without price or you must forego its en-
Jjoyment.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
vield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Will the Senator be kind enough to re-
peat the language about the militia organization whieh he has
just read? .

Mr. BORAH (reading)—

To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the militia, and
for governing such part of them as may be employed in the service of
the fi‘l:ttt’.ml gtates. reserving to the Haglbea, res vely, the appoint-
ment of the officers and the authority of training the militia accord-
ing to the discipline prescribed by Congress.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Will the Senator let me ask him this
question: -The militia to which the Senator has just referred
means the uno militia of the country, does it not—all
persons liable to military service between the years of age as
fixed by law? So when it speaks about governing such portion
of them as may be put into the service of the United States
it does not in anyway authorize the United States to summon
the State militin to serve the United States Government, Is it
the unorganized militia that Congress is directed to organize?
Of course, there would be no sense in organizing the Organized

*  to provide for calling forth

Militia. 1t must refer to those subject to military service, does
it not?
Mr. BORAH. I rather think not.

Mr. STERLING. If the Senator will permit an interruption,
1 should like to ask him if he thinks that that question is quite
s0 broad? Does the Senator think that the constitutionally Or-
ganized Militia of the States may not, under this expression,
be ordered into the service of the United States, although or-
ganized?

Mr, BORAH. I have no doubt about that.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Can they be ordered into the service of
the United States in time of peace gimply for training?

Mr. BORAH. No, sir; they can not be ordered into the sery-
ice of the United States except when the President of the
United States decides it is necessary to have them there for the
purpose of executing the laws of the Union, to suppress insur-
rection, or repel invasion. They remain as a State force at ail
other times, and the Stat« alone can train them. Congress can

not train them. If the State declines to train them, Congress
is powerless. =

Mr. STERLING. Then, I should like to make this inquiry:
If they may be ordered into the service of the United States for
service in war, will not that solve some of our difficulties in con-
sidering that part of the bill relating to the National Guard?
Will' there need to be any new enlistment, for example? Will
there need to be any contract with the General Government
for service in the Regular Army? May they not as Organized
Militia of the States be ordered into the service of the United
States in time of war? i

Mr. BORAH. I think so, if it is & war of invasion. However,
1 think that if we are goingz to put $50,000,000 a year into the
National Guard there oughkt to be something besides the mere
right to order them in. They ought to be equipped and prepared
to fight when they get in; and the point is that as long as the
State appoints the officers and does the training that never can
be true. Why it ean not be I am going to diseuss at another
time. I am interested now as to legal questions only.

Mr. President, with reference to this clause appeinting the
officers and training the men, and as to the limitation of the
authority of Congress over the subject, I read again from the
Federalist, No. 29:

‘What reasonable cause of apprehension can be inferred from a power
in the Union to prescribe r tions for the militia and to command its
services when necessary, while the particular States are to have the sole
and exclusive ;Spoinhnent of the officers? If it were ible seriously
to ind a jealousy of the militia upon any concelvable establishment
under the Federal Government, the circumstance of the officers being
in the appointment of the Btates ought at once to extinguish it. There
can be no doubt that this cirenmstance will aiways secure to them a
preponderating intluence over the militia.

That number of the Federalist was writien by Alexander
Hamilton, who had pronounced ideas with reference to the
rights of the National Government. He states, however, that
so long as the officers are appointed by the States the State
must necessarily at all times be the preponderating influence
with reference to the State militia; and I shall undertake to
show later by historic facts that that has always been true,
and that in spite of any contract which you insert in this bill in
the hour of crisis it always will be true. You can not change
the Constitution of the United States by a contract between
individuals or between the National Government and an indi-
vidual. You can not change it by putting into. this bill an oath
to support the Constitution and laws of the United States and
leaving out the oath to suppert the State law, from which the
officer receives his commission. It is simply an attempt, futile,
inexpedient in the end, to get around a plain provision of the
Constitution. The fathers fully intended that there should
always rest with the State the preponderous influence over this
local force. The only way you can change it is to change the
Constitution. It is idle to assume you can change all this by
contracts or oaths or compensation.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. BORAH. I yield. .

Mr. CUMMINS. I am not sure that I understoed the Senator
from Idaho a few moments ago with respeet to that clause of the
Constitution which provides substantially as follows:

And for governing such part of them as may be loyed in the serv-
ice of the Ug:?lted Slites. o % SRy 5

Assume that Congress has provided for the organization of the
militia, I care not what you eall it, State militia or otherwise,
does the Senator say that the Federal Government does not em-
ploy the militia when it preseribes the arming, the equipment,
and the training? I rather understood him to say that they were
not then employed by the Government of the United States.

Mr. BORAH. That is my view of it.

Mr. CUMMINS. When they are employed?

Mr, BORAH. When the President for these three reasons, or
either of them, under the Constitution ealls them into the serv-
ice of the United States.

Mr. CUMMINS. So that if the Senator——

Mr. NELSON. If the Senator will allow me——

Mr. CUMMINS. I had not concluded my question.

Mr. NELSON. I simply wanted to supplement what the
Senator said by stating that when they are ealled into the
United States service they are mustered into the service,

Mr. CUMMINS. * Mustered” simply means account, as I
understand it, in military phraseology. We do not advance very
far by using the word * muster.” I want to know if I clearly
understand the Senator as saying that there is no Federal rela-
tion with the militia or the National Guard until the President
calls them into active service for the purpose of enforcing the
law, suppressing insurrection, or repelling invasion.
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Mr. BORAH. The Senator says, “relation.”” That is a term
of infinite scope. There is this relation, that Congress may
previously prescribe the method of organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining it. ‘It may lay down the rule by which the officers ap-
pointed by the State shall train them, and if the National
Government does not see fit to lay down the rule the State may
lay down the rule. But I concede that in training the National
Guard the discipline may be prescribed by the National Govern-
ment before they are actually called into the service of the
United States,

Mr. CUMMINS. What office, then, does the clause to which
I referred play in the matter, “ and for governing such part of
them as may be employed in the service of the United States™?
Does the Senator understand that when they are employed in
the service of the United States the latter provision in the
same section reserving to the States the power to appoint
oflicers disappears?

Mr. BORAH. No; I do not so understand.

Mr. CUMMINS. Then when are they cmployed by the
United States and governed by the United States?

Mr. BORAH. They may be governed in a limited sense by
the United States without the United States appointing the
officers. After the officers are appointed the President may call
them into the service of the United States. They pass then
under the direction and control of the United States, and the
United States governs them ald governs the officers who have
been appointed by the State. In other words, after they are
called into the service they pass under the control of the Na-
tional Government and are a part of the national force.

Mr. CUMMINS. But the Senator understands they are not
in anywise governed by the United States until they are called
into the service for one of the three purposes named in the
preceding paragraph of the Constitution.

Mr. BORAH. 1 do nct know what the Senator means by
“ governed,” You might sny they are being governed in a sense
because the Government had prescribed the organization and
the method of disciplining them and arming them, but in
the sense of controlling troops, directing troops, or using
troops as they arve called in, they are not under the direction
of the United States until the President calls them in for one
of these three reasons.

AMr. CUMMINS. One more question, and I shall not detain
the Senator further. Then, after Congress has organized or
provided for organizing them and for arming them and for dis-
ciplining them, as I gather, it is the view of the Senator from
Idaho that Congress could not prescribe the length, for instance,
of the service during any year or any period, nor the character
of the camp service which might be required of the militin?

Mr. BORAH. Before they are called into the service of the
United States?

Mr. CUMMINS. Before any effort is made to bring them in
for the purpose of enforcing the law or suppressing insurree-
tion or repelling invasion.

Mr., BORAH. That would depend entirely upon what it
would be regarded. I think that that might come under the
question of discipline.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Idaho allow me?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. NELSON. I want to state that the term “ muster into
the service of the United States™ received a practical construe-
tion in the days of the Civil War. We had our State regiments.
I myself enlisted in a State company. Eight companies of the
. State militin were brought into camp together. e were there
a month and by-and-by the United States mustering officer came
there and made us take the oath over again, and we were mus-
tered into the United States service. From that time on we
were under the control of the Federal Government. Now, that
is the way it operated during the Civil War with every militia
regiment that appeared in the service. They were mustered
into the United States service by a United States Regular Army
mustering officer swearing them in, and then they became a
part of the United States Army.

Mr. CUMMINS. If the Senator from Idaho will allow
me—-
Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. CUMMINS. I defer to the broader knowledge of the
Senator from Minnesota with regard to the meaning of the word
“muster.” I have a little knowledge respecting it from an
Army officer. The Senator from Minnesota, however, describes

an enlistment. Of course, when the Senator from Minnesota
enlisted in the service of the United States he was mustered in
as well, but at that time Congress had not exercised the author-
ity given to it in the Constitution, and the company of which
he was a member was not in the service of the United States.
I assume it is hardly fair, however, to test what is here pro-

posed by what was done 50 years ago when Congress had not
thought it necessary to employ the full power, as I view it,
which it has under the Constitution.

Mr. BORAH. I want to support what I have said by calling
attention to a few paragraphs from the case of Houston versus
Moore.

This case was in part a construction of the act of 1792 and
the act of 1795. I do not know about the act of 1792; but the
act of 1795 was drawn under the direction of Mr. Hamilton,
in contemplation of using the State militia in the riots which
were at that time disturbing western Pennsylvania. I want
Senators to bear in mind, not only the fact that it was drawn
by one who had.a pretty settled view as to the powers of the
States and of the National Government with reference to the
militia, but that the act of 1795 has been held by the Supreme
Court to have exhausted the power of Congress under these
clauses of the Constitution. Justice Washington, rendering the
opinion of the court, said:

The Constitution declares that Congress ghall have power to provide
for calling forth the militia in three specified ecases: For organizing,
arming, and disciplining them; and for governing such part of them
as may be employed in the service of the United States, reserving to

the States, respectively, the appointment of the officers and the au-
thority of tmlning.the militin according to the discipline prescribed by

Conires& T
The laws which I have referred to—

Referring to the acts of 1792 and 1795—

The laws which I have referred to amount to a full execution of the
powers conferred upon Congress by the Constitution. They provide for
calling forth the militia to execute the laws of the Unlon, suppress
insurrection, and repel Invasion. They also provide for orgnuli:]:ing.

arming, and disciplining the militia, and for g«mremingﬂ such part of
them as may be employed in the service of the United mtate& eém?,g
and the

to the States, msPect vely, the appointment of the officers
t._té;hor‘ltg of training them according to the discipline prescribed by

This system may not be formed with as much wisdom as, in the
opinion of some, it might have been, or as time and experience may
hereafter su, t. But, to my apprehension, the whole ground of con-
gressional legislation is covered by the laws referred to.

On page 23 it is said:

E}mn the subject of the militia Congress has exercised the powers
conferred on that body by the Constitution as folly as was lhought
right, and has thus excluded the power of legislation by the States on
these subjects.

Justice Johnson, who rendered a separateé opinion, says, as
will be found on page 36:

Indeed, extensive as their power over the militla is, the United
Btates is obviously intended to be made in some measure dependent
upon the States for the aid of this species of force. For If the States
will not officer or train their men, there is no power given to Congress
to supply the deficiency.

Mr. I'resident, there is no occasion to search for closer ques-
tions or for more difficult problems, because if the officering and
the training of the militin are left with the States, and Con-
gress can not intrude itself upon that power, then there is to
my mind an insuperable difficulty in doing what we are
undertaking to do, to wit, make the many State forces a
unified efficient force such as we would require in any contest
with a powerful foe. To say that a foree which is officered by
48 different appointing powers and trained by the State at its
will, or no, and that no influence of power ean intrude upon
that—to say that, is to establish once and for all the ineffi-
ciency of the State militia as a national force. Who would
lead such a force into battle against the trained armies of
Europe or Japan. It would be like the militin from the many
States of Greece, meeting the troops of Philip which had been
trained and disciplined under one eye—another Chweeronea would
tell the tale.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CHILTON in the chair).
Does the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. LEWIS. I only want to call the attention of the able
Senator to the fact that he will discover in that case a separate
opinion of Mr. Justice Story, and in the opinion of Mr. Justice
Story, the Senator will find a very interesting elaboration of
the concurrent powers between the States and the Federal
Government touching that very service, pointing out, I think,
an answer to many of the opinions urged by the able Senator
in his lucid argument. I did not know whether the Senator
had time to notice that separate opinion; I might say the re-
version to that particular subject, as it seems not to have been
alluded to by either o the other justices rendering thelr
opinions, or the justice rendering the opinion of the full court.

Mr. BORAH, I thank the Senator from Illinois, Justice
Story renders an interesting dissenting opinion, and discusses,
as the Senator says, the guestion of concurrent power; but the
concurrent power which Justice Story discusses relates alone
to the question of organizing, arming, and disciplining the
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militia. He does not intimate that there is any conecurrent power
in the Congress and in the States with reference to appointing
the officers or training the men. He does say, however, that if
Congress should fail to provide a system of organization or of
arming and disciplining the State could exercise that power,
and do it itself; and in this respect the States and the Congress
have concurrent power. But upon the other question, upon
which I lay stress, with reference to the appointing of the
officers of the militia, Justice Story concurs with the main
opinion. -

Mr., WILLIAMS. And as to the training of the men.

Mr. BORAH. And as to the training of the inen. :

Now, I want to read a paragraph from Justice Story, and
this paragraph is not out of harmony with the main decision,
Dbut, even if it were a dissenting opinion, I think an opinion of
Justice Story would be persuasive upon any question:

It is almost too plain for argwment that the power here given to
Congress over the militia is of a limited nature and coniined to the
objecis specified in these clauses, and that in all other respects, and
Tfor all other purposes, the militia are subject to the control and gov-
ernment of the State authorities. Nor ecan the reservation to the
States of the appointment of the officers and authority of the tralning
the militia, according to the dlscl{lline prescribed by Congress, be
justly considered as weakening this conclusion. That reservation
constitutes an exception merely from theé power given to Conqress “to
provide for organizing, arming, and disciplini the militia,” and is
a limitation upon the authority which would otherwise have devolved
“POE it as to the appointment of officers. But the exception from a
given power can not, upon any fair reasoning, be considered as an
enumeration of all the powers which belong to the State over the
militia. What those powers are must depend upon their own con-
stitntions—

That is the constitutions of the States—

And what is not taken away by the Constitution of the United
States must be considered as retained by the States or the people. The
exception, then, ascertains only that Congress have not and that the
States have the power to appoint the officers of the militia and to
train them according to the discipline prescribed by Congress. Nor
does it seem necessary to contend that the power * to provide for
organizing, arming, and disciplining the militia ' is exclusively vested
in Congress. It is merley an rmative , and if not in its own
nature incompatible with the existence of a like power in the States
it may well leave the concurrent power in the latter.

But when Congress has once carried this power iuto effect
it is taken away from the States—that is, with reference to
organizing, arming, and diseiplining the militin. Farther on
Justice Story says:

In considering this question it is always to be kept in view that
the case is not of a new power granted to Congress where no simllar
power already existed in the States.

As was said by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WirnLrams]
awhile ago:

On the contrary, the States, in virtue of their sovereignty, possessed
general authority over their own militia, and the Constitution carved
out of that a specific power in certain enumerated cases,

And that is all that Congress undertook to do. The power
over the militia, in the first place, belonged, of course, ex-
clusively to the States to arm, organize, prescribe the diseipline,
appoint the officers, and to train them, but the Constitution
sought to carve out of this general power the limited power of
organizing, arming, and disciplining, which it may exercise
concurrently with the States. Congress has that power, that
limited and circumscribed power, carried out, and no more.
With reference to the appointing of the officers and the frain-
ing of the militia, in all other respects, except that of organiz-
ing or prescribing the organization and of arming and equip-
ping, the power over the militia rests exclusively in the States.
It is & State institution, but over this State institution certain
limited authority is given; but it remains and must remain a
State institution.

Let us see what the Supreme Court of Illinois said in a case
dealing with this question. I will not read it all, because the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BraxpeGee] yesterday put it
in the Recorp, but I want to read a paragraph or two.

Mr. LEWIS. Will the Senator kindly give the citation?

Mr. BORAH. It is the case of Peter J. Dunne against The
People, Ninty-fourth Illinois. I read from the syllabus, but
the body of the opinion will be found to support fully, in my
judzment, the syllabus:

3. The Federal Constitation does not confer on Congress unlimited
power over the militia of the several States, but it is restricted to
specific objects enumerated, and for all other purposes the militia of
the States remains subject to State legislation. The power of a State
over its militin is not derived from the Constitution of the United
States. It is a power the States had before the adoption of that in-
strument, and its exercise by the States not being prohibited by it, it
still remains with the States, subject only to the paramount authority
of acts of Congress enacted in pursuance of the Constitution.

- - - - - - -

5. There Is no question of the power of a State to organize such
Portiun of its militin as mn:{ be deemed necessary in the execution of
ts laws and to ald in mn ntn!n!.ui domestic tranquilllity within its
boréers. The power given to the chief executive of the gtate to call
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ont the militia to execnte the laws, ete., by implication recognizes the
right to orgapize-a State militia.
- L - - L] - -

9, It is for the legislature to determine of what number Lhe active
militia of the State shall consist, depending on the exigency that makes
such organization necessary.

- L] - - - » .

13. The organization of a State militin. when not in actual service,
but for the purpose of training under the act of Congrese, into divi-
sions, brigades, regiments, battalions, and companlies, shall be done as
the State legislature may direct. When called into the national serv-
ice, it i1s made the duty of the executive to organize the militia as the
act of Congress directs,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Has the Senator from Idaho any doubt
that, if Congress should not act wipon the matter at all and
should not make any provision such as it is authorized to make
under the Constitution, each State in the Union would have
absolute power to provide for a militia, to organize it, and to
provide the rules by which it should be governed? I ask the
Senator from Idaho whether he does not think that the only
purpose of the provision of the Constitution which authorizes
Congress to provide for these things is that a uniform rule may
be established by Congress?

Mr. BORAH. That is my opinion.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It was deemed advisable that, so far
as possible, the militia of the several States should be organized
and disciplined in pursuance of a uniform rule. The power of
Congress is simply to prescribe the rule, and then the States
carry the rule into execution.

Mr. BORAH. I think that is the correct rule. Something
has been said here with reference to the fact that that provision
of the Constitution which forbids the States to keep troops in
time of war might have some reference (o this provision, but
both the Supreme Court of the United Stutes and the Illinois
Supreme Court have decided that that l:as no reference to the
militia at all.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The very case to which the Senator
has referred, the Illinois case, does that.

Mr. BORAH. That is true. Undoubtedly a State could pro-
ceed to organize, arm, and equip its own militia, and discipline
it if fhe Congress of the United States did not provide for its
doing so. It could do so upon its own motion, upon its own
theory of organization and discipline, and the prohibition of the
Congress with reference to maintaining troops would not at all
militate against the right or authority of the State to (o so.

Mr. CUMMINS, Mr, President

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Deoes the Senator from Tdaho
yield to the Senator from ITowa?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. CUMMINS. What is the difference between a regiment
called *“ militia ” in service throughout the year and equipped
in every way for war and “troops”?

Mr. BORAH. Well, Mr, President, in popular parlance there
would be no difference at all; but there is a clear line of dis-
tinetion between “troops”™ and * State militia” so far as the
Constitution is concerned. The State militin are not troops
under that provision of the Constitution.

Mr. CUMMINS. That is simply one decision, and probably
it would not be accepted as absolutely conelusive of the question.
I think there is in the popular mind a difference. I take it that
in the word “ militia” there inheres the thought of occasional
service,

Mr. BORAH.
dered.

Mr. CUMMINS. If a State has the power to organize mili-
tin—and that it would have the power to organize militin if
nothing had been said in the Constitution I have no doubt what-
ever, and I think no one has ever doubted it—but suppose the
State of Iowa came to the conclusion that it wanted a standing
army and would call out its militia, organize its militin, arm
the men who were organized, and keep them in the service pre-
cisely as the National Government now keeps the regular force
in the service, does not the Senator from Idaho think that they
would be * troops "' ?

Mr. BORAH. No; I do not.

Mr. CUMMINS. Then, how could we get troops in the State
of Towa?

Mr. BORAH. Well, the State of Iowa can not have troops
in time of peace. It can have its citizen or civilian force; or,
in other words, its militia.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr, President, I suggest to the Senator
that the distinction between “troops” and “militia” is that

That is generally the way the service is reun-




9282

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

APRIL 1,

ihe troops are soldiers, while the militin are citizens still in
civil life.

Mr. CUMMINS. How long must citizens be seldiers in order
io make them *“ troops »?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I have not finished—when a man be-
comes n member of the State militia, he does not leave his oc-
cupation in civil life; he is still a doctor or a lawyer or a clerk.
Those things constitute the usnal occupations of the militia. A
citizen simply becomes a member of the militia in order that
he may take training and be ready to respond to the call of his

State or, in a larger aspect, to the call of the Nation, and he

does not become a soldier.

Mr. WILLIAMS. A professional soldier.
diMr. SUTHERLAND. He at no time becomes a regular sol-

er.

5 Mr. CUMMINS. Then we have no “troops” in the United
tates.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. He is still a citizen in ecivil life.

Mr. LODGE. We have none except in the Regular Army.

Mr. CUMMINS. They are not troops. A man enlists in the
Regular Army for three years, and then comes out of the serv-
ice, and is still a doctor or a mason in civil life.

Mr. WILLIAMS. But he has no other occupation while he is
in the Army.

Mr. LODGE. While he is there he has no other occupation.

. Mr, CUMMINS. Certainly not. If the Senator from Idaho
will permit me, if a State were to organize a regiment of
militia, enlist the militia for three years, and keep them in the
service for nine months in each of the years, would not that
regiment be troops?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. If the Senator will add to it that they
are put into the military business in such a way that they
become professional soldiers and abandon their civil occupa-
tions, I would say yes.

Mr. CUMMINS. We have no professional soldiers in the
United States save the officers who enter the service for life.
All others are volunteers, who enter for a specified time. This
bill provides that any soldier of the Regular Army can leave
it at the end of two years and enter a reserve force. To me
the distinction that is made by the Senator from Massachusetts
and the Senator from Utah is not understandable at all.

Mr, LODGE. But there is no power in the world where the
men enlist for an indefinite period.

Mr, CUMMINS. Oh, I know that.

Mr. LODGE. And r.hey are professional armies.

Mr. CUMMINS. They may be professional armies, but there
can be a professional militiaman just as well as a professional
soldier.

Mr. LODGE. Professionnl militiamen, as far as my expe-
rience goes, all have some other object. On an average, in the
three years of their enlistment, they drill 90 hours.

Mr. CUMMINS. Very well.

Mr. LODGE. And the regular soldier is more occupied in his
profession than that.

Mr. CUMMINS. Suppose a State should call in a regiment,
It has the power to organize a regiment of militia. All the
members of society are unorganized parts of the militia. ¥From
the time of attaining fighting age until the man dies he is a
militinman; he is a member of the unorganized militia. But
when he enters the service I am trying to find out whether the
distinetion between the militiaman and the trooper is one of
the length of service or one of the character of service, or just
how, with a regiment of fighting men who have agreed to re-
main in the service for a yem- or two years, you can tell whether
they are militiamen or troo

Mr. SUTHERLAND and Mr LEE of Maryland addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To whom is the Senator yield-
ing? There are several Senators on the floor at the same time.

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield to the Senator from Utah.

AMr. SUTHERLAND. The distinction is, if the Senator will
permit me to answer the question, in the character of the serv-

ice which is rendered. A man may become a professional sol-

dier if he has enlisted for a year or for three years. The
length of time does not make any difference. While he is en-
zaged in that occupation, that is his profession, and it is none
the less a profession because he has voluntarily entered it. In
other words, in order to be engaged in a profession a man does
not have to be compelled to enter it.

Mr. CUMMINS., Mr, President, the difference is, as I under-
stand it, that while he is fighting he is a trooper, but while he
ig preparing he is a militiaman.

Mr. SUTHERLAND, Not at all. He is a soldier while he is
preparing,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa would
not contend, I presume, that a State could not maintain a militia
in time of peace.

Mr. CUMMINS. No, Mr. President; I do not so contend.

Mr. BORAH. The Constitution forbids a State from keeping
troops in time of peace.

Mr. CUMMINS. I was trying to find out, however, whether
there is any confliet between the various phrases used in the
Constitution. We all know that they are not always reconcil-
able, The clause of the Constitution to which the Senator has
Jjust referred says that a State may keep troops without the con-
sent of Congress in the event of war. In the event the State
goes to war, in the event of an invasion of the State, the State
can keep an army ; and I do not know how it could organize the
army except under its power to call ont all of its citizens to
defend it.

Mr. BORAH. Does the Senator contend that a State in time
of peace may not maintain a militia?

Mr. CUMMINS. No: I do not.

Mr. BORAH. Then, what will he do with the provision of
the Ognstltntion which forbids a State to keep troops in time of
peace

Mr. CUMMINS. I say, I was asking the Senator to reconcile
those statements, to explain the difference between the troops.

Mr. BORAH. There is a difference, evidently. The Consti-
tution recognizes a difference, because it provides for the States
maintaining a militia, or concedes their right to maintain a
militia, and yet it prohibits them from maintaining troops in
time of peace.

Mr. CUMMINS. The Constitution does not say anything
about the States maintaining a militia. It is simply silent on
that question; and I assume that unless the States granted the
whole power——

Mr. BORAH. Being silent, it is just the same as if it author-
ized it, so far as practice is concerned, because, being silent, the
States may maintain a militin. It was an original power, and
the Constitution does not prohibit its use.

Mr, CUMMINS. No; the States had the power to do so, and I
assume, with some little doubt upon my own part, that the States
did not part with the power to organize a militia; although it
could be very well argued, as the Senator knows it has been
argued, that the grant of power to the Congress of the United
States to organize the militia was exclusive, I do not think so,
and I do not contend so. Nor is it material to any question
that we are considering here to determine that delicate point.

Mr. BORAH. The Constitution says the President shall be
Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States
and of the militin of the several States. Not only do we have
the fact that the pewer originally belonged to the States, but
we have here written into the Constitution the recognition of the
fact that there shall be State militias there to be called into
action, and that a State may maintain a militia in time of peace.
But afterwards the Constitution says that the States are pro-
hibited from maintaining troops in time of peace. So the Con-
stitution elearly recognizes that there is a clear distinetion
between troops and the State militin.

Mr, CUMMINS. I do not deny that, I was trying to find
out what the difference is and when the militiaman might be-
come a professional soldier.

Mr. BORAH. I will read a paragraph from the case of
Dunne against The People upon that point, so that it may go in
the REcoRD:

The States are forbidden to keep “ troops™ in time of peace; and of
what avail is the militia to maintain order and to enforce the laws
in the States unless it is organized? *“A we.l.l-ragul.ated militia ™ is
declared to be * necessary to the security of a free State.” The mili-
tia is the dormant force upon which bot t.he National and State Gov-
erpments rely “ to execute the laws, suppress insurrections,
and repel invasions.” It would seem to be 1ndlqumabla there should
be concurrent comtrol over the militia in both governments within the
limitations imposed by the Constitution. Aecordingly it is lald down
by text writers and com-ts that the er given to Congress to provide
for organizing, arming, and discipl the militia is not exclosive.
1t is defined to be merely an affirmative power and not incompatibie
with the existenc2 of a like power in the States, and hence the conclu-
gion is the mwer of concumnt legislation over the militia exists in the
several Sta with the National Govermment.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
further yield to the Senator from Iowa? :

Mr. BORAH. Yes. |

Mr. CUMMINS. I should like to reduce this argument, if I
can, to the real issue, for I recognize the justice and the sound-
ness of a large part of the argument of the Senator from Idaho.
Standing as I do for the provisions of this bill in favor of the
National Guard, I do net want it assumed that we are on our

side disputing a large part of the argument which has just been
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submitted by the Senator from Idaho. I return to one question
which I propounded a short while ago.

First, let me say that we do not question or doubt that in
time of peace the State has the absolute power to appoint the
officers of the militia or the National Guard, and that inasmuch
as men can be trained only by officers, they must be trained by
the officers appointed by the State. 1 agree, at any rate—I do
not want to bind anyone else by the admission—that we can not
affect that power on the part of the States; and I agree further
that if a State should refuse to appoint or make provizsion for
the appointment or selection of officers of the militia during a
time of peace, the Federal Government could not supply that
omission on the part of the States,

So far, T agree with the Senator from Idaho. But, as I
understand the Senator from Idaho, he goes further and says
that in time of war, when the President, under the authority of
Congress, ealls the National Guard into the fighting service of
the United States, then the State still has the power to appoint
the officers of the organization so called in; and that if, in such
an event, the State were not to appeint or select, the organization
would be without officers, and that the Federal Government
could not appoint oflicers in that contingency.

That is the point that is interesting, because, if that is true,
then the conclusions that have been stated by the Senator from
Idaho have great force; but I have never believed, and do not
now understand, that that is the proper interpretation of the
Constitution.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I have not gone fo the extent
which the Senator secimns to think I have with reference to the
power of the National Government to govern the force after
they are called into the service, because I do not think that is
a vital question here. What I maintain is that if the National
Government ean not appoint the officers and can not enforce the
training by the officers, as a military proposition it is a totally
defective organization for the purpose of national defense; that
it will be too late after they are called into service to do that
which it was essential to have done before they were called into
the service in order to make them efficient. Unless Congress
can go further than is conceded by the Senator in the way of
controlling the officers or initiating the training, the troops will
never be fitted for the service which they will be called on to per-
form. They will be just the same as volunteers. If the training
is not proper or is not made at all, it would be just the same as
if we called so many volunteers. So, as to whether or not they
shall be fitted at all is the conceded proposition here, with the
statement——

Mr. CUMMINS. That, of course, is a question of fact and not
of law, and can be determined only by looking over the situa-
tion and observing what the National Guard is, what its oflicers
are—I mean their competency—and whether they are actually
training men so that they will be fit for the Federal service.

Mr. BORAHL. Ixaetly; but suppose the National Government
looks over the situation and finds that the officers are not fitted
and that they are not training, what is the Congress going to
do about it? It can not do anything. So you fall back upon the
proposition that on the vital question of fitting these men for
service the Congress is powerless, and, in the view of all the
authorities that I have been able to examine upon military
tactics or military questions, that is a vital proposition.

The very object of putting these men in touch with the Na-
tional Government is to have them properly trained, and to
have them advance beyond the condition of the ordinary citi-
zen in military capacity ; and if Congress has not the power to
enforce it, why should we undertake to legislate to that end?
If this can not be done effectively, completely, how dare we
rely on the militia? In these times, sir, we want no broken
reed in the hour of peril. Above all, we do not want to spend
millions upon any system that can not be relied on, and relied
on with safety when the ordeal of battle comes. Our expense
for preparedness will be burdensome, and in the name of
Jjustice, in all fairness to the overburdened taxpayers, let us
not put any burden on them that is not essential and worth to
them every dollar it costs. A

Mr. LEE of Maryland. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Maryland? :

Mr. BORAH., I yield.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. The Senator has been so amiable in
submitting to interruptions that I should like to note, for in-
formation, an exception to his constitutional argument on the
ground that in case of absolute failure of the States to regu-
late the militia according to the discipline prescribed by Con-
gress, Congress would be helpless. I am under the impression
that the power to enforce that discipline is clearly one of the

implied powers of Congress, and absolutely covered by Me-
Cullough against Maryland. I will read that to the Senate at
a later time; but before going on with this suggestion, T should
like to ask the Senator a question in respect to this provision
in section 8 of Article I of our Constitution, * reserving to the
States, respectively, the appointment of the officers and the
aunthority of training the militin according to the discipline
prescribed by Congress.” Do I understand the Senator to
maintain that the words “ according to the discipline prescribed
by Congress” do not apply equally to the appointinent of the
officers and the authority of training?

Mr. BORAH. Unquestionably they do not. If they had,
there would have been no reason in the world for the Consti-
tution making that exception. But I am interested that a
southern Democrat should go further than a northern Republi-
can on the question of implied power. I have never understood
that the implied power under the Constitution went se far as
to abrogate a specific provision of the Constitution to the con-
trary. Here the Constitution expressly reserves to the States
the power to appoint officers and to train the militin. Now,
the Senator would render that specific provision nugatory under
the doctrine of implied power. *“ Verily the old order changeth.”

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I do not concede that there is any
specific provision to the contrary. The obligation imposed on
Congress is to provide a discipline, and it should see to the en-
forcement of the discipline that it has the right to provide.
Otherwise, the providing of the discipline would be an absolute
nullity, a mere idle waste of words.

Mr. BORAH. It is, in practical effect, if the State does not
see fit to train.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. So the Senator would render it.

Mr. BORAH. This provision of the Canstitution is to the
effect that the power to appoint the officers and to train the men
is expressly reserved to the several Stafes. Now, certainly no
implied authority could in any way affect that authority or
that right.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. That right or reservation is all quali-
fied by the following words: “ according to the discipline pre-
scribire(l by Congress,” and that is what the Senator wants to get
rid of.

Mr. BORAH. Exactly; *“according to the discipline pre-
scribed by Congress.” But if the Senator were correct in the
proposition, all the Constitution would have said would have
been that the Congress had power to organize, arm, and disci-
pline the militia. If it had been intended by the fathers, as the
Senator contends, that the discipline should also cover the
officers, they would not have specifically carved out and ex-
cepted from the matter of governing an army and disciplining
it the matter of appointment and of training. So they took
that out of the matter of discipline. That feature of discipline
can not be exercised by Congress. That feature of organiza-
tion can not be exercised by Congress. That part is reserved to
the States specifically. Otherwise it would belong to Congress
by reason of the authority to discipline the Organized Militia.

Mr. LEE of Maryland, The Senator’s argument, then, in that
connection simply cancels that provision, * according to the dis-
cipline prescribed by Congress.”

Alr, BORAH. No; it does not.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. It simply cancels those words.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It depends on what the word “ discipline ”
means.

Mr. BORAH. Exactly. They appoint the officers and do the
training. They do the training according to the discipline. But
suppose the Stafe does not want to train at all—what are you
going to do about it?

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I think the Congress can enforce its
discipline by appropriate legislation, and I think that power to
enforce is clearly an implied power under MeCullough versus
Maryland.

Mr. HUGHES. Where are you going to get it?

Mr, BORAH. Let me read, in that connection——

Mr. CUMMINS. Before the Senator goes into that sub-
Ject—— j

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. BORAH. Just let me read this, first:

Indeed, extensive as their power over the militia is, the United
States are obviously intended to be made, in some measure, dependent
upon the States for the aid of this species of force. For if the States

will not officer or train their men there is no power given to Congress
to supply the deficiency. i o &

Mr. HUGHES. What is that from?
MMr. BORAH. That is from the case of Houston against
oore.
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Mr. EUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
vield to the Senator from Iowa? ;

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator from Idaho has referred very
often to the views of Alexander Hamilton. Has he examined
the message to Congress delivered by George Washington in
17957 T assume that it reflects Hamilton’s views.

Mr. BORAH. I have no idea whose views it reflects other
than its author's, but I have examined it.

Mr. CUMMINS. I beg to read a sentence from it:

In my opinlon Congress has the power, by the proper organizatliom,
digeiplining, equipment, and development of the militia to make it a
g::;it:g.al force, eapable of meeting every milltary exigency of the United

If Hamilton had as mueh influence in this message as he
had ordinarily over the public utterances of the first Presi-
dent of the United States, I suggest that the fathers, at least,
believed that the militia eould be made a national force. When
Patrick Henry, who was rather a great man in his time, was
opposing the ratification of the Constitution in the Virginia
convention, he said this about the militia:

As your militin is given up to Congress, all power will be In their own
possession.

He then quetes another paragraph of the Constitution, and
SHYS:

By this, sir, you see ihat their control over our last and best defense
is unlimited.

So our constitutional literature is not without some reference
to the efficiency of a National Guard.

Mr. BORAH. The best authority just now against Patrick
Henry fs the Senator from Iowa, in his statement a few
moments ago, in which he showed that Mr. Henry wus thor-
oughly mistaken in the admission of the fact that we have the
absolute power to appoint officers and do the training, and if
we do not train them nobody can. Certainly, if that be true, the
great orator was in error in supposing that the control of
Congress was unlimited. We owe much to Patrick Henry for
his eloquence and his patriotism ; but time has shown his fears
to have been ungrounded, and the Supreme Court of the
United States has shown his view of the Constitution to have
been unsound.

Mr. CUMMINS. I rarely quote Patrick Henry unless he is
on my side.

Mr. BORAH. But the difficulty here seems to be that he is
not on the side of the Senator. The position the Senator takes
is that there is no power in Congress te name the officers and
train the militin.

Mr. WILLTAMS. If the Senator from Idaho will pardon me,
a good deal of this argunment has grown up out of a difference
of opinion as to what the word * diseipline ™ means.

Mr. BORAH. It seems so.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The word “discipline”™ is defined as in-
struction ; training. It is defined as drilling. That is what it
means. The State preseribes the tactics, whether it is Hardee's
or Upton’s. That is what is meant by diseipline.

Mr. BORAH. In addition to that, Congress has put a con-
struction on that clause of the Constitution in aceordance with
that definition.

Mr. CUMMINS., The Senator from Idaho imputed to me an
opinion a moment ago that I think I have not expressed. I
believe that the States have the power, and the exclusive power,
to appoint the officers of the militia until the militia enters the
employment of the United States. I might not agree with the
Senator from Idaho as to just what constitutes employment by
the United States. He is of the opinion—and I have not dis-
puted it up to this time—that the militia enter the employment
of the United States only when they are called into service to
accomplish one of the things mentioned in the preceding para-
graph of the Constitution, while I think it may be fairly con-
tended that they ean be ecalled info the employment of the
United States for the purpose of preparing them to do the
things which the Constitution names in the preceding paragraph.

Mr. BORAH. Let me ask the Senator a question in order that
we may get down to the real issue. The Senator concedes that
the States have exclusive power to appeint the officers. Suppese
the State does not see fit to train the militia, has Congress power
to train the militia? '

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not want to answer that question. It
is an exceedingly doubtful one, and I do not think it inheres or is
material to any proposition I have made or shall make with
regard to the bill, and especially the pending amendment.

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, I am just about to conclude, and
I will conclude by saying that it seems clear that under the Con-
stitution, and according to the authorities which have undertaken

to construe the Constitution, this at least may be regarded as
well established: First, that the appointment of the officers is
exclusively under the control of the States; and, secondly, that
the training of the militia is exclusively within the authority
and under the control of the States; that if the State does
not see fit to appoint officers the Congress of the United States
can not compel the State to do so; that if the State does not
see fit to train the militia the Congress of the United States
can not compel the State to do so. There have been historic
illustrations, but of those I am not going to speak now. There is
another feature of this National Guard matter which I want to
discuss later. But those two propoesitions as legal propositions
under the Constitution seem to me beyond peradventure well
established. But just a word with reference to the guotation
from Washington's message to Congress, upon which the Senator
justly lays stress. No doubt both Washingfon and Hamilton
entertained a hope that the act of 1795 would work out success-
fully.. But the Father of his Country did not live to see his
hopes dashed to earth in the War of 1812. But that does not
relate to the legal proposition, and I propose to take this and
other more serious questions up in a later discussion.

Mr, LEWIS. Mr. President, unless I am taking up time that
some other Senator would like at this particular time to occupy,
as I am not anxieus to proceed at any partieular hour, I weuld
like permission to say a few werds touching this proposed
amendment and what I regard to be the attitude of this bill
toward the States’ guard militia.

There seems to have been in this country something of a
general fear addressed against the organization of the Army
and also against the State guards. There is very generally,
Mr. President, through the counfry, I think, a mistaken idea as
to the offices to be performed by both the Army and the guards.
They are not enemies of our country or opposed to the freedom
of our people.

I heard the distinguished Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NEr-
sox] expressing in eommendable terms his condemnation of that
general spirit pervading in different parts, indeed, I may say the
whole, of the Republie, opposing any form of force or defense as
militarism. Just now that spirit seems rampant and to per-
vade sections of the country where least we were to expect it
and where the reputation for intelligence, it is assumed, would
have long avoided it

In the casual writings of Heine there is a very interesting
observation produced by him te point a moral. He speaks about
an oriental country where there was a judge of a court who was
called upon to pass a judicial decision between two conflicting
contenders for some interest, and, not liking the looks of the
individuals, he committed the decision to his daughter. She
heard the full case and she went to her father to report. Heine
relates that the old judge asked her, * Well, what do you think of
the justice of their ease and which de you think is right?” She
responded, “ I do net know which is right; I only know that both
stink.” In the general estimation of a class of people through-
out this country there is an assumption that the very organiza-
tion of any form of military protection is a stink in the nostrils
of demoeracy and is obnoxious to the whole spirit of justice in a
republic.

For myself I can not take either of these views. What this
country needs just now can be put in a single phrase. It is an
army that is a sufficient army. Its States need a eomplete and
efficient organization under the privileges of its National Guard
or militia.

The danger we have is that under the general excitation pre-
vailing in cerfain quparters we may ge to such an extreme of
militarism as to arouse the fear and aversion of a certain class
of people who lack a complete understanding of what our ebjects
are and defeat through misapprehension the very purpose of
our undertaking. Or, on the other hand, we may go to the
other extreme and, yielding to these fears and this aversion, fail
to do anything that is necessary to the demand of the hour upon
the country.

I occupy rather a difficult situation, measured by my estimate
of my own position. I am net able to agree with any measure
in toto which has been presenfed to either body. T have studied
both bills, that from the House, designated the Hay bill, and
that coming from the Military Committee of the Senate, desig-
nated the Chamberlain bill.

Mr. President, at the outset let me confess a prejudiee, well
to be understood in order that my fellow Senaters may measure
properly my hostility—at least keep in view what it is that in-
fluences me.

I am strongly prejudiced in faver of the National Guard. I
am strongly an advocate of a State force to be kept and eguipped
for the purposes of local welfare as well as national defense.
I have been a member of the Guards, in some form or other,
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sinice I left my schooling, T have been an officer of the Guard,
in some form or other, all iny manhood life. I am now and
have retained this position, and it may be that those
affectionate associations, inspired by the endearing experiences
that a man has year in and year out, cause me to see these
agencies in a more flattering light than others far removed
from personal association may view them. I have observed a
tendency in this Government at every opportunity that could
arise to minimize the value of the State National Guard, and
in some instances to macerite them out of existence.

This bill, to my thinking, works a great injustice to every
State in the Union, and, to my opinion, robs the States to a
great extent of that force cssential to our Government, a force
within a State for the purpose of repelling invasion against that
State as well as to protect that State from those disorders
which may suddenly arise within a State due to its local situ-
ation. This is a condition so seldom understood and never
wholly appreciated by other States many miles removed.

I have been interested in the argument of the Senator from
Idaho [Mr, Boram]l—and I have been attracted by the different
suggestions made to him by other Senators as the argument has
proceeded—upon the distinetion between the power of the Federal
Government over the Army and the power of the National Gov-
ernment over the militia.

Mr. President, there are two things it is well to clear up in
the beginning. There is a distinct difference between militia
and the National Guard. The militia, under the wording of the
Clonstitution, merely means that which is meant under the Eng-
lish definition. Having used governmental words in those days,
which were the words of the common law or English statutes—
words defining things and status which had existed in England
previous to our coming into existence, it must be assumed that
we used them in the same sense they were employed by those
from whom we adopted them. So the word * militia” in the
Constitution means that body of men from whom may be or-
ranized a distinetive force, but who, not being so organized,
are “the militia,” as distinguished from the organized force
called * the Army.”

Under the laws of England beforé our coming into existence,
as is well remembered by the able lawyers representing their
different States here in the Senate, as long ago as King Athel-
stane in Kent, they organized each locally a form of militia.
This was adopted, it is very interesting to remark, from the
ancient governments of which they had some reading and not
much knowledge. It came from a series of institutions prevail-
ing in Rome. The Gauls landing in England brought with them
some such form of the government of the land from whence they
came. Part of England, not desiring to accept the imperial form
of Rome, rather reverted, as did the Southern States of the
United States, together with New England, to the Grecian
theory. They declined to accept a form of organization that ex-
tended from border to border, and they adopted the Grecian
theory of organizing in each locality some form for its own
separate protection in the event that one of its neighbors, for
offenses real or imaginary, should attempt to invade it or to
inake war upon it.

The word “ militis " passing, of course, from the Latin into
the English, took its shape rather into the word * militia,”
which had no other object than merely defining those who could
do military service.

Therefore I say to my eminent friend from Idaho [Mr.
Boran] that I think the distingunished Senator from Iowa [Mr.
Cumumins] and himself did not pause to reflect upon that, which
reflection would so readily have restored them to the real
definition of the word as used in the Constitution, The right
of a State to keep a militia was intended to mean the privilege
of a State to recognize that class of individuals who may bear
arms, and thus it added the other words reading, “a well-
organized militia.” Consequently, when the provision is against
the State keeping troops, that meant that it should not organize
an army as an army within itself that might be used as an army
opposed to the National Sovereignty, but * organized militia
meant that it should always keep itself, if it chose, in such a
condition that its militia could be organized at any time for
the purposes of national defense, but never to be kept as a
separate army under the State sovereignty as distinguished
from the General Army under the Nationality.

Therefore, while it does appear on the face of the Constitu-
tion an interesting inconsistency, difficult for the most eminent
lawyers to reconcile, yet upon reading something of the history
of our country we will readily see there is no real inconsistency,
if we will Jdivorce the word * militla ” and the application of it
from what is generally termed the National Guard. Therefore,
the Organized Militia becomes a National Guard or the Or-
ganized Militia may become the Army.

Now, Mr. President, I wish to call attention to the fact that
it is not at all inconsistent with the provisions of the Constitu-
tion that the Federal Government should exercise or should as-
sume to exercise a control over the National Guard. Inso far as
the national defense is concerned the assumption on the part
of our learned and execellent friend from Idahe, voicing the
view, I dare say, held by many able Senators, that we have no
control over the officering or the diseiplining of the National
Guard fails in this point. That particular provision of the Con-
stitution cited by him is limited to the officering and the disci-
pline of the National Guard while they remain a distinet State
force, but the very moment any condition arises that ealls for
this force to be exercised in behalf of the national welfare the
right then of discipline or officering is promptly vested in the
very power that is authorized to call them into existence for
national uses.

So we see that there is no inconsistency there, because if there
were left in the power of the President of the United States the
right to officer the guard of the State of Michigan, the State of
Pennsylvania, the State of Illinois, or the States of Iowa or
Idaho while in time of peace contemplate what would follow.
That officering of their force could come from any source in the
world, there being no law to compel the officer to come from the
State of North Carolina if it is the guard of North Carolina,
from South Carolina if it is a South Carolina guard, or from
Michigan or from Idaho, we would soon have a condition which
our fathers inveighed against when in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, a general expression of their grievances, they spoke
of the * foreign soldier ” who had been guartered upon the soil
and at their doors.

If the President of the United States in time of peace could
officer the guards, it would be quite apparent that he could
officer them from any source whatever ; that he could send men
to take charge of them who bore not the slightest relation of
kindliness to them, who knew neither their families, nor their
needs, nor their geography, nor their environment, and would
use them upon any state of circumstances according to his whim
or profit or which served his particular objeet, though that object
hmight be indeed removed far apart from the just needs of the

our.

So you ean see, I am sure, Mr. President, that there is a
great deal of wisdom in that provision of the Constitution which
limits the officering and the diseipline of the guard in time of
peace to the State wherein it is organized.

The able Senator from Idaho called attention to the opinion
in the Pifth Wheaton, a case well reasoned out, and, as the
able Senator from Idaho pointed out, rather replete with sepa-
rate opinions, and to that extent indicating a very great interest
in the guestion involved. The question involved at that time
was, of course, the limit of the Federal Govermment over the
National Guards in time of peace and the limitation of the State
government over a Federal force in time of war. One of the
observations of that opinion impresses me as of vast interest. It
is the individual opinion of Mr. Justice Story. My learned
friend, the able Senator from Idaho, in using the words *“ dis-
senting opinion,” I amn sure happened not at that particular time
to realize that it was not dissenting, he, no doubt, meaning indi-
vidual ; but the opinion is not dissenting. It is a separate opin-
ion, and Mr. Justice Story has an observation that is interesting.
He says of the general policy:

But the exception fr -
Ry ket b e R et by s R S Bl
to the States over the militia. What those powers are must depen
upon their own constitutions, and what is not taken away by the Con-
stitution of the United States must be considered as retained by the
States or the people, * = =

If Congress should not have exercised its own power, how, upon any
other construction than that of concurrent power, could the States
sufficiently provide for their own satety against domestic insurrections
or the sudden invasion of a foreign enemy? They are expressly pro-
hibited from keeping troops or ships of war in time of peace, and tgl.ls
undoubtedly, upon the s&:lp osition that in such cases the militia would
be thelr natural and sufficient defense.

Showing to ‘my eminent friend from Idaho that distinction
between troops and militia is clearly recognized by the courts
along the line I assumed to point out a moment ago in my argu-
ment on this question.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr, LEWIS. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. BORAH. I think the Senator from Illinois is in error
as to its not being a dissenting opinion.

Mr. LEWIS. If the Senator from Idaho, baving the volume
before him, says it is a dissenting opinion I have then forgotten
that it is dissenting, being under the idea that it was an indi-
vidual opinion,

Mr. BORAH. Justice Johnson rendered an individual opin-
ion; but Justice Story rendered a dissenting opinion, holding
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that the act of the Legislature of Pennsylvania was void while
the court held that it was valid.

Mr. LEWIS. It may be, Mr. President, but what I wish to
call the Senator’s attention to is this particular phase of rea-
soning. Mr, Justice Story, however, is not combated, as I recall
it, by any other of the writers of opinions.

Mr. BORAH. I agree with that proposition.

Mr. LEWIS. Therefore I wish to say to my able friends my
judgment is this: The only judicial declaration we have in con-
struing that act seems to be this: The concurrent jurisdiction of
the State with the Federal Government over the militin gives
to the Federal Government the organization and discipline of
the militia in any manner touching the national defense concur-
rently with the State. That being therefore established, as I see
it, I am unable to see that there is that barrier which Senators
have heretofore apprehended against the National Government
federalizing the State guards to the full extent necessary for
national defense, without, however, abrogating or repealing the
National Guards in their complete and sovereign existence for
the welfare of the State and its State defense.

Now, Mr. President, we get some idea from a later opinion, to
which I invite my learned friend’s attention. I invite the Sena-
tor's attention to the case that came up growing out of a court-
martial. I read also from Mr. Justice Story in Twelfth Wheaton,
following the Fifth. 1 invite attention to some observations in
this opinion as indieating to my mind that the court in this
case finally yields to Mr. Justice Story's conclusions in the Fifth
Wheaton, and it seems to yield to his line of reasoning. If 1
were before a court, I would assume to argue as follows: That
in the former case, the opinion being dissenting, as my able
friend says, but in the matter to which I allude separately, to
which there was no dissent, subsequently, upon further con-
sideration, this same justice had his views adopted in so far as
these particular matters to which I am alluding were concerned,
and then such became the full opinion of the court on that sub-
ject. I shall read.

This is a military ease. The militia of New York is called out
for some uses. The militia declines in the State of New York
to obey the court, They are proceeded against and these particu-
lar officers in disobedience court-martialed. They make the
point that they are not subject to the Federal Government, seek-
ing to take favor under Fifth Wheaton. They contend that they
were not a national foree and are not the subject of a court-
martial by the National Government. That they are distinetly
a State foree, and as there was no insurrection, no national war,
it was not in the power of the United States Government to
court-martial them because these particular officers assumed in
their judgment to differ from the President of the United States,
who had decided there was some war imminent, and in that re-
spect thought to call the militia into action. I read but one or
two paragraphs for the purpose of accentuating the position
which I feel free to take. I ask my able friend from Idaho, who
is an excellent lawyer, as well as an eminent Senator, as to his
construction of the ease in Fifth Wheaton, drawn from these ob-
servations to be found now in the subsequent opinion of Twelfth
Wheaton. In this opinion Mr. Justice Story says:

For the more clear and exact consideration of the subject, it may be
necessary to refer to the Constitution of the United States and some
of the provisions of the act of 1795. The Constitution declares that
Congress shall have power “to provide for calling forth the militia,
to execute the laws of the Union, suppress insurrections, and repel inva-
gions " ; and also ** to provide for organizing, armln%; and disclplining
the militia, and for governing such rt of them nas may be
employed in the service of the United States.” In pursuance of this
authority, the act of 1795 has provided, * That whenever the United
States shall be invaded, or be in imminent danger of invasion from any
foreign nation or Indian tribe, it shall be lawful for the President of
the United States to call forth such number of the militia of the Btate
or States most convenient to the place of danger or scene of action as
he may judge necessary to repel such invasion, and to issue his order
for that purpose to such officer or officers of the militia as he shall think
proper.”” And like provisions are made for the other cases stated in
the Constitution,

Then comes some matter which is unnecessary for the purpose
of my point. The court, proceeding, says: 2

It has not been denied here that the act of 1705 is within the con-
stitutional authority of Congress or that Congress may not lawfully
provide for cases of imminent clan%tr of invasion, as well as for cases
where an invasion has actually taken place. In our opinion there is
no ground for a doubt on this point, even if it had been relled on, for
1the wer to provide for repelling invasions includes the power to
provide against the attempt and dlnf'cr of invasion, as the necessary
and proper means to effectuate the object. One of the best means to
repel invasion is to provide the requisite force for action before the
invader himself has reached the soil.

‘arrying out the idea that in the States these forces were
intended to be diseiplined and equipped for the purpose of
repelling invasion. - Then the court, proceeding, says:

If the power of regulating the militia and of commanding its services

in thnes of insurrection and invasion, are—as it has been emphatically
sald they are—natural incidents to the dutles of superintending the

common defense and of watching over the internal peace of the Con-
federacy—

This is a quotation from the Federalist, which, I assume, the
able Senator had before him. Then, the court continues:

These powers must be so construed as to the modes of their exercise
as not to defeat the great end in view. If a superior officer has a right
to contest the orders of the President upon his own doubts as to the
exigency having arisen, it must be equally the right of every inferior
officer and soldier ; and any act done by any person in furtherance of
guch orders would subject !’:lm to respon<ibility in a civil solt in which
his defense must finally rest ubon his ability to establish the facts by
competent proofs. Snch a course would be subversive of all discipline
and expose the best disposed officers to the chance of ruinous litigation.
Besldes, in many instances the evidence npon which the President might
declde that there is imminent danger of anﬂslnn might be of a nature
not constituting strict technieal proof, or the disclosure of the evidence
mlght reveal lmportant secrets of siate, which the public interest, and
even safety, might imperiously demandd to be kept in concealment.

I conclude with a single paragraph :

The act of 1795 Is not confined in its operation to cases of refusal to
obey the orders of the President in time of public war.

Yet T am sure the Senator will agree with me that that expres-
sion seems éxceedingly foreign to all the views the court had
uttered in the case in Fifth Wheaton, and directly contrary to
all views we have been educated to in this body as matter of
law—that is, that the President of the United States has no
power over an officer of the State militia in time of peace, and
yet this observation from Justice Story, speaking now for the
full court, apparently, along the line of his observation when
he rendered his dissenting opinion in the same case and his
separate opinion on another branch-—we now find him asserting
the same doctrine, apparently, with the concurrence of the court
that had previously differed from him. I read as follows:

The act of 1795 is not confined in its operation to cases of refusal to
obey the orders of the Presldent in times of publle war. On the con-
trary, the act authorized the President to call forth the militia to sup-
g}'e;: sti::fﬂ.trl'cclimas and to enforce the laws of the United Btates in times

Mr. President, I think I have indicated suflficiently, at least
for the point I wish to make, thut there is a power in the Presi-
dent of the United States over the militin in time of peace,
which does authorize him concurrently with the States to
supervise the organization; the officering, and the disciplining,
and that the observations in the former case, read by the able
Senator from Idaho, seem to be at variance with what seems to
be the spirit of the later decision and what seems to have been
since then something of the practice.

Mr, President, having made that assertion, I now wish to
make manifest my object. The time has come when this Gov-
ernment must recognize that the militia or the National Guard
organized in different States, to become effective for any pur-
poses whatever, must have the concurrent cooperation of the
Federal Government. This cooperation must be by the furnish-
ing them with implements, accouterments, supplies, and oppor-
tunities, Without these the guard, however patrviotie in their
individual eharacter, would be useless to the National Govern-
ment. Why? The eminent Senator from New York [Mr. WaAbs-
worTH] called attention to the general position of this bill touch-
ing such of its features of organization and to the situation of
the National Guard of New York.

In a State such as New York, where the guard is brought up
to a very high degree of efficiency, supported by the State—
and I might add Pennsylvania, Illinois, and other States, but I
am now speaking only in illustration—in such a State you couldl
expect from the guard cooperation with the Federal Govern-
ment of its own velltion, because it is able to do so; but in
States where the income from taxation has been limited and the
amount committed to the treasury has been curtailed, so that
expenditures in behalf of the guard have been most limited
indeed, and where unjust prejudice has prevented their growth,
there would be no money for their existence; and unless the
National Government should go into such States and render
them aid, that there may be uniform provisions, there would be
no guard within such States kept up to such efficiency as woulil
be of any value or service to the National Government in the
hour of insurrection or of war.

Therefore it must be seen clearly that the power of concur-
rent jurisdiction is justified by the courts; it must be seen
clearly that it is justified by the Constitution; and it must seem
to be a very natural power, in order that we should have a
uniform defense and a uniform force to accomplish that purpose.

Mr. President, what I wish to speak of particularly is that
this bill, as I see it, fails to recognize that the National Guard
should be a separate force for its State uses; it fails to recog-
nize the great fact that the guard is a State body which exists;
but, to the contrary, I am forced to the conclusion that there is
not a due regard for either the uses of the guard in the past or
their needs for the future, but that this bill, out of some spirit
mysterious to me, conscious as I am of the pairiotism of the
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men who constitute this committee, has visited an affront upon
that foree that has remained the force of defense and sustenance
of this Government in times of its greatest peril, and which at
other times, sir, has been forced to endure hardships that could
not be described, miseries beyond the tongue’'s depiction, and
insults and affronts from conditions around them that ought
never to have been visited upon the meanest citizen of our
country, and far less upon one who tenders his life for the
liberty of his country.

Now, in an hour when we have weaned many away from the
prejudice of the National Guard and brought closer relation to
the National Government, with the consent at least of the ma-
jority of our countrymen, by which that concurrent power of
supervision and control may be exercised, there is disclosed on
the part of the committee a spirit that seeks to ignore the
National Guard. I think I shall be able to point out in a few
words, at least to those gentlemen who have a feeling such as I
have—a feeling on behalf of the guard to nurture it, to pro-
tect it, and to guard it against injustice—that in this measure
there are three different sections which place the National
Guard in a position of subservience to the Regular Army, which
place the guard as menials to the officers of what is known as
the volunteer force, which place the guard as policemen in the
States in which they exist, and rob them of all the sovereignty
of character, the dignity of nature, and the splendor of life that
belong to an Ameriean citizen in the defense of his country and
who tenders all he has to that noble aspiration.

It is said that in the beginning of our Government there was
this opposition to the militia. True; but, as I pointed out to the
able Senator from Idaho, keeping in view his confession that
his relation to the guard as an institution had not been, of
course, as intimate, as we all knew, as his relation to the law
on the subject, the difference—I may say the confusion—arose
from the fact of our inability oftentimes to distinguish between
the: militin as a power out of which the guard could be or-
ganized and the National Guard being a part of the Organized
Militia.

Mr. President, the able Senator from Idaho brought into
requisition his usual fund of learning as he took legitimate re-
course to his splendid historieal knowledge. The Senator from
Idaho, speaking for the school of thought for which he stands,
and which he eminently represents, said that the National Gov-
ernment should have a supervision, I may say sovereign in
character, over all of its forees within and without a State, its
discipline and the officering of the guard or the militia; other-
wise, according to his argument and the argument of many
others, there would be no competent force within the State what-
ever and they would be useless organizations for national
defense.

It is true that Alexander Hamilton made such observations as
the able Senator from Idaho quoted from, but I wish to call to
the Senator’s attention and to the attention of the Senate, who
do me the honor to hear these dry observations at this time, that
those views were combated even then; that even then it was not
regarded as prudent that we should sever local force from a
loeal control ; and I think I ean point out that Mr. Hamilton sub-
sequently, after returning to the State of New York, where he
lived, finding that the people of New York did not exactly con-
cur with his view and that it was contrary to the best interests
of the local sovereignty of the States and for the future theory
of our dual Government, qualified his own observation; but of
that we will let the Senate judge. 3

I call attention, first, to the fact that during the debates upon
the Constitution this question to which my able friend alludes
arose, and touching the question, I wish at this time to call
attention, first, to the observations of Patrick Henry upon the
question of whether the Federal Government should have abso-
lute power or control over the Organized Militia, what we now
would call the National Guard, or whether it should be left, as
is the theory of our Government now, to a local sovereignty,
except in time of national crisis or national peril.

Says Mr. Henry:

Your militia— 4
Referring to a then proposed proposition—

Your militia Is given up to Congress—all power will be in their own
possession. Of what serviee would militia be to you, w most
probably, you will not have a single musket in the State? r, as

%hrms are to be provided by Congress, may or may not furnish
em,

You will gather from this that this argument is very much
along the line of my suggestions that if the States have the
right to officer this foree in time of peace they still would be
powerless unless the Congress chooses to protect them and fur-

nish them with proper sustenance and support. Continuing, Mr.
Henry says:

Let me here call your attention to that part which gives the Con-
%';:su miil:?e power to provide for orgamizihg, arming, and disciplining

Referring, of course, to the Constitution—

and for governing such part of them as may be employed in the service
of the United States; reserving to the States, rezpecuwl{ the appoint-
ment of the officers and the authority of mi.ulntgh the militia according
to the disci]giine prescribed by Congress. By this, sir, you see that
their control over our last and best defense is unlimifed. If they
refuse or neglect to discipline or arm our militia, they will be useless;
the States cam do neither, this pewer being excfusi.wely ven to Con-
gress. The power of appointing officers over men not disciplined or
armed is ridiconlous ; so that this }Jmtended little remains of power left
the States may, at the: pleasure of Congress, be rendered nugatory.

Then Mr. Madison, having this proposition before him in the
Virginia Convention, says:

But the honorable member sees great danger in the provision concern-
ing the militin. Now, eir, this I conceive to be an additional security
to our liberties without diminishing the power of the States to an
considerable degree. It appears to me so highly u%diw that
should Imagine that it would have found advocates cven the warmest
friends of the present system. The authority of trulnlng the militia
and appeinting the officers is reserved to the States. ut Congress
ought to have the power of establishing a uniform system of discipline
throughout the States, and to provide for the execution of the laws,
suppress insurrections, and repel Invasions. These are the only cases
wherein they can interfere with the militia; and the obvious nevessity
of their having power over them in these cases must flash conviction
to any reflecting mind, Without uniformity of discipline military
bodies would be incapable of actior; without a general controlling
power {o cali forth the strenzth of the Union for the purpose of re-
pelling invasion the country might be overrun and conquered by foreign
enemies. Without such a power to suppress insurrections our liberties
might be destroyed by Intestine factions and domestic tyranny be
established.

Indieating clearly that they saw the necessity of these local
forces being organized, disciplined, and officered, even in time
of peace, in order that in their own States they might be able to
repel invasion against that particular State where there might
not be tiine or opportunity to call in the forces of the Federal
Government or to invoke its authority. Therefore, I think it was,
that Mr. Hamilton later—I assume when discussing similar sub-
jects, not, I must say, withdrawing from his previous attitude
as expressed in the quotation made by the Senator from Llaho,
yet qualified them—indulged in observations such as the fol-
lowing.

Says Mr. Hamilton :

It requires no skill In the science of war to discern that uniformity
in the orga tion and discipline of the militia would be attended
with the most beneficial effects whenever they were called into service
for the public defense. It would enable them to discharge the duties of
the camp and the field with mutual intelligence and concert, an ad-
vantage of peculiar moment in the operations of an army; and it
would fit them much sooner to acquire the d e of proficiency in
military functions which would be essential to their usefulness. This
desirable uniformity can only be aceomplished by comfiding the regular
of the militia to the national authority. It is therefore with the most
evident propriety that the plan of the convention proposes to empower
the Union *to provide for erganizing, arming, and disciplining the
militia and for govern such part of them as may be employed in
the service of the Unit States, reserving to the €tites, respectively,
the agf:intment of the officers and the authority of ...:ining the militla
according to the discipline prescribed by Congress.”

The able Senator read a portion of this utterance, after which
I beg now to add:

If smndinf armies. are dangerous to M , an efficacious power
over the tia, in the body to whose care the State is committed,
ought as far as possible to take away the inducement and the pretext
to such unfriendly institutions. If the Federal Government can com-
mand the aid of the militia in those emergencies which call for the
military arm in support of the civil magistrate, it can better dispense
with the employment of a different kind of force. If it can not avail
itself of the former, it will be obliged to recur {o the latter. To render
an army unnecessary will be a more certain method of preventing its
existence than a thousand prohibitions on paper.

Now, I ask the committee, with great respect—I, who am not
a follower of the doctrines of Mr. Alexander Hamilton, certainly
not in all respects—I ask themr if they will not apply to section
56 of this bill this doctrine, as T now put it in the language of
Mr. Hamilton? S

If the Federal Government can command the aid of the militia in
those emergencies which call for the military arm in support of the

civil magistrate, it can better dispense with the employment of a ilfer-
ent kind of force.

Why, then, this different kind of force, ealled the “ volunteer
army,” if the Organized Militia ean serve the purposes aml uses
which even Mr. Hamilton at that time saw, with the concur-
rence of the National Government, would be aecomplished? If
the full uses and, I may say, needs of our Government can thus
be fulfilled, why sheuld there be the introduction of this inter-
mediate foree, whieh in its very nature mascerates the vnard
out of existence as an independent and sovereign fores within
the State whenever the hour shall come when it shall he culled
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into service for the national defense? Therefore, quoting the last
clause of Mr. Hamilton's utterance:

If it can not avail itsell of the former, it will be obliged to recur to
the latter.

But, as we have seen, it has always availed itself of the
former, and may continue to avail itself of the former, why
should there be this recurrence to the latter, to this extraordi-
nary force introduced in this measure euphoniously designated
the “ volunteer force,” and to which in a second I shall allude in
more detail?

Mr. President, I am at a loss to understand what peculiar
spirit there is in this Government at this particular time that
has intruded itself upon this Republic to visit what I feel to
be this affront upon the National Guard of the country. Why
should it be at this particular time? May we not pause and
ask something of the service of the guard? Who are these
people? Has there ever been any evidence that the guard has
shown hostility to the welfare of the country at large? I an-
swer, none. Barring the single instance where they doubted the
national authority touching the guestion of courts-martial, it is
difficult for anyone to lay his hand upon an instance where
the States—I am not now, of course, referring to the Civil
War—ever offered the slightest opposition to any movement
on the part of the National Government looking to the national
defense or the national welfare.

We speak of the service of the guard. We should speak of
it rather raverently.
been instances to which gentlemen have alluded—and seem-
ingly they do so with delight—wherein the guard has failed of
that which might be expected; but those Senators, or those
who have made such references, seem not to have paused to
consider that much of that was eaused by a lack of supplies.
It was not due to a want of efficiency; it was due fo a want
of opportunity; they lacked the arms; they lacked munitions;
they lacked training opportunity, and they could not accomplish,
Mr. President, to the full extent the tasks the Regular Army
accomplishes when they were so limited in means by com-
parison that they could not have that wherewith with which
the Army had been equipped. Barring these illustrations which
I offer, now, we turn and ask ourselves has there been at any
time a reason why the guard should have been so discriminated
against and at this particular time, so neglected?

Mr. President, we remember that the National Guard of the
different States have been called upon from time to time fo per-
form the most odious duties. They have been compelled to
combat their own neighbors and friends, where there has been
conflict between master and servant, between capital and labor.
They have been called out to perform duty disagreeable in every
aspect, wounding their every sensibilities; yet, notwithstanding
that, in the pursuit of their duty they proceeded, taking the
odlum of the situation, the insult of those who surrounded them,
bearing under disease, enduring the conflict of those who op-
posed them, firm in spirit and endowed with surpassing pa-
tience—in spite of all this, in spite of assaults upon them
physically, they have proceeded in the performance of their
duties to the State with honor and with dignity, and then they
have returned to their homes to find in many instances that
they were discriminated against, discharged by their employers,
refused to be returned to their previous employment, left with-
out o home, almost hopeless; and when they eame here to Con-
gress, seeking some recognition, they were flaunted and turned
from the door; but, nevertheless, they returned to their under-
takings in behalf of their State in just the same spirit of devo-
tion as before. Each generation has produced a buoyant lot of
young men, men of splendid spirit, with noble ardor, with warm
and generous natures, who, realizing the splendid discipline
they would obtain, and enjoying the association of their fellows,
have every year presented that splendid front of noble force
for the defense of the State and for the glory of the Nation.

Mr., President, there is a dispoesition now and then to assume
that the National Guard of our Republie is something new and,
therefore, something to be only tolerated. I assume to ask the
able chairman of the committee, whose industrious efforts spent
on this bill T naturally applaud, but from whose conclusions in
many respects I differ materially, to pause to recall that this
force, the intermediate guard, has ever been the salvation of
nearly every Government which has ever assumed to support the
doctrine of freedom.

1 see before me eminent scholars of history. It has been an
opportune reference when, occasionally, scholars have referred
to the Pretorian Guard of Rome. Let it be remembered that it
was the local guard of the imperial governments of Rome, cre-
atedd within their respective functions, that saved Rome from
being overrnn time and time again through the centuries. Long
before the Goths and Vandals descended upon that imperial

I know that here and there there have,

country with the blood of the virtuous Helvius Pertinax drip-
ping from their fingers the members of the Pretorian Guard
murdered their officers in fear that these might usurp the Gov-
ernment and overrun the land and produce that result which
subsequently, years afterwards, was accomplished. On many
occasions the army, being on distant outposts, could not be mus-
tered and it was the guard led by Pretorius that saved Rome
from foreign invasion. This was one of the lessons presented
before our fathers who wrote the Constitution.

And Greece! Do I need refer to the historieal fact that, when
the Athenian League was dead and it seemed as if the liberty
of that little country was imperiled by those who no longer de-
sired it to remain free and were willing to surrender it to the
legions of Philip, who then threatened it with despotism and
destruetion, it was the local force that amassed itself in a form
which we speak of as the guard that rushing to the gates of the
city stood with its sturdy strength, defended it against the in-
vasion, and saved Greece that it might have life a little longer
to present to us all the ideals of art, emblems of beauty, and
models of classics; indeed, produced all the precedents and his-
tory of real democracy. It was from these that our fathers
learned their earliest lessons, and profiting therefrom shaped
the dual form of government by giving to the guard, the
“militia,” as it was then termed, its sovereignty within the
States, and as Mr, Justice Story, in the last opinion in Twelfth
Wheaton, directly varying from the opinion read by the eminent
Senator from Idaho, clearly expressed his view of having this
concurrent jurisdiction between the States and the National
Government.

But surely, Senators, you will agree with me that it could
never have been the idea that it could be a concurrent jurisdic-
tion ecarrying with it the right of a National Government to
invoke the State to the aid of the National Government in the
hour of its peril, without calling for the corresponding duty of
the National Government contributing to the State Government
for the militia or guard, to the extent of its necessities, in order
to bring it up to a disciplined organization essential to the wel-
fare of the State against invasion that might be brought upon
that State at any hour.

Yet, if the provisions of this bill shall remain as they now
are, every incentive to the National Guard to continue the dis-
cipline which has been the glory of its past, and to maintain
itself as a great force for defense against invasion will have
ended, and the guard will have been placed in th2 humiliating
position, after all these years of noble service of being subordi-
nated to an intermediate force, not now in existence but to be
called into power, to become commanded under the order of the
President, while the officers of the guard become servants, and
I may say servile, to those who will, while bearing the title of
volunteer officer, will carry with them the power of the Na-
tional Government. This makes the National Guard of every
State of the Union really a third and ultimate force, only to be
called upon when all others have been exhausted, and then used
in such a manner that they remain subject to the orders of those
officers who have been put in power under this bill, who may
come from any part of the United States except the country,
the State, or the locality whence the National Guard may have
been organized. I hold that that is dangerous; I hold that that
means the death of the guard. I am not willing that the home
volunteer guard should receive this death stroke in the house
of its guardians—I can not allow this measure, as much as I
favor every form of organization of the Army, to be put upon
the Senate with these provisions in it. They imperil the home
forces of a country so heterogeneous as ours, Shall we mask the
truth here, Senators? Are there any reasons to-day in this body
why we should hide from ourselves the reasons why the Na-
tional Guard should be kept in the States firmly and securely?

My friend from Iowa [Mr. Cusarixs], the able Senator who
has been indulging in observations here; the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. WARReN], the eminent member of this committee ; my
friends, both the senior and the junior Senators from Minnesota
[Mr. NeLsox and Mr. Crarp]—they live in a country of homogene-
ous population. They may never have reason to eall for the guard
in sudden emergency of things which they do not understand, not
having experienced them. Let me turn to this side of the Cham-
ber, and let us be frank at the expense of popularity. If ever
the time comes that you dismember the National Guard in the
States of the Pacific coast and forget the Chinese riots that they
had to contend against, growing out, unfortunately, of labor dis-
putes that Heaven hope may not be repeated, or of the Japanese
uprisings, or uprisings of those who do injustice to the Japanese,
we will say (accepting the views of others), or any of the na-
tionalities upon which is precipitated difficulties which are wholly
their own problems, where (o you think these States, then, in
such an hour, will get their defense? Shall they telegraph—as




1916.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

9289

under this bill it is necessary to do, as I think I can show you—
to The Adjutant General of the United States, who may come
from the State of Ohio or from the State of Illinois or from
New England, and who, having possibly no appreciation of
these local difficulties, must hesitate, must examine into the ques-
tion, must pause, must consider before he can authorize this
volunteer force to come to the defense of these localities, in the
meantime of which every despoilation has been executed, every
offense against the citizen, killing and murder, riot and incen-
diarism?

That, Senators, I am sure you will see, could not have been the
intention of any of you, and yet it is the direct result of this bill
in its construction, as I see it, and surely it will not be your pur-
pose. Yet under these provisions the National Guard is left, not-
withstanding the provision of the bill that seemingly masks—I
do not say intentionally; I know the honor of the members of
this committee—yet in its verbiage it masks the very evil to
which I allude by saying there is reserved to the State the right

to maintain these reserve forces, and then it immediately follows.

that by taking from the State every power by which it may
execute, order, or enforce rights by these reserve forces, called
“ yolunteer,”

Now I come to my neighbors from the South. I was born in
the South. To it I owe the gratitude of my rearing. I sympa-
thize deeply with its problems, which never can be defined exactly
to those outside of the South. You, Senators, well know what it
has had to contend against from time to time; and while we will
not charge the evil as against any race, we know it is sufficient
to recall that the Southern States have been compelled to endure
that which is nameless in respectable society. Yet under this
bill, with no intention on the part of this committee, but uncon-
scious of these situations, or for the moment indifferent to them,
I do charge solemnly from my place, upon the responsibility of
my position, that under four sections of this bill the State of
South Carolina, the State of Mississippi, the State of Louisi-
ana—States which in the past have been characterized’ with
unfortunate inflammable exhibitions, or I may say the States
have been inflamed because of the inflammable situation which
from time to time has surrounded them—your guard, though
reserved the right to serve in its local capacities, would be met
with the following: The very moment there arose a crisis in
these States by which this local force should be invoked for some
reason it would be promptly pointed out that it had been usurped
and supplanted under the provisions of the bill by the volunteer
army ; and it would also be pointed out, if they were attempting
to interfere with what may be called rights claimed under the
United States laws and the Constitution—to wit, in the case of
the negro under the fourteenth amendment and in the case of
the Japanese and Chinese under the treaty—that a State guard
had no right or power and it was not within the right of the
governor to call them out. i

Of course we may haggle for weeks upon the legal construc-
tion, and we may find ourselves again, as the able Senator from
Idaho and myself find ourselves now—he with one opinion of
the court one way, I with an oplnion from the same court
another—both justified in the conclusions we draw; but in the
meantime the unhappy situation of these States as I see it will
become deeply deplorable beyond description.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MarTINE of New Jersey
in the chair). Does the Senator from Illinois yield to the Sen-
ator from Oregon?

Mr. LEWIS. Gladly.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Do I understand now that the Sen-
ator from Illinois is complaining particularly of the provision
in the bill for the creation of a volunteer force, or is he com-
Iélalnln_,g of the attempt that is made to federalize the National

uard? ;

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, my complaint is twofold: First,
that in federalizing the guard—which I feel should be concur-
rent—the effect of this bill is, as I see it, to repeal completely all
the sovereign powers there are in the State with reference to
the guard; second, that by virtue of the provision for the volun-
teer force in this bill the volunteer. force will supersede the
guard in all matters, exeept purely police duties within a
State.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. In reference to the first proposition
that the Senator lays down, permit me to say that every
attempt at the federalization of the National Guard has been
made at the earnest request of the National Guard itself, through
its representatives, who have been given a patient hearing; and
if the bill in that respect lacks anything at all, it lacks pro-
visions that carry the National Guard as far into the federaliza-
tion plan as the National Guard want to have it go,

Mr. LEE of Maryland. Mr, President——

Mr. LEWIS. Pardon me if I call my able friend's atten-
tion—I will yield to the Senator-from Maryland in just a
moment.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I simply want to ask a question.

Mr. LEWIS. Certainly; I yield.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I will ask the Senator from Oregon,
the chairman of the commitfee, whether the provision in this
bill is not that the control of the guard for services within the
State is reserved to the governor and officers of the State?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Practically so; but I wanted to call
the Senator’s attention particularly to that, because he is crili-
cizing this bill on the ground that it contains provisions which
have been insisted upon by every member of the National Guard
who has been here. I call the Senator’s attention particularly
to an address delivered before the committee by Adjt. Gen.
Foster, of Florida, and by the distinguished major generai
commanding the National Guard of New York, where they in-
sisted that we had the power and that it was the desire of the
National Guard to be federalized just as strongly as it was
possible,

Mr. VARDAMAN, Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illinois
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr, VARDAMAN. I wanted to ask the chairman of the com-
mittee if there is any provision in this bill which would interfere
with the governor of a State using the National Guard to meet
any emergency within the State?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I do not think so at all
where I differ from the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. VARDAMAN. f course that would be quite unfortu-
nate. Having been the governor of my State, I know the neces-
sity for the use of the National Guard. I had the opportunity
and occasion a number of times to use the National Guard;
and anything that will interfere with the right of the governor
to call out the National Guard to meet an emergency would be
quite unfortunite.

Mr. LEWIS. Now, Mr. President, I say to my able friend
the chairman of the committee that it is true that the officers
of the National Guard have asked that the guard be federalized.
I have been one of those officers who have sought this; but when
these officers have come before the committee, I beg to say to
the chairman that they have asked to have the guard federalized
but recognized upon an equality with every other force, They
desire that the guard shall be federalized and that there should
be two forces, namely, the Army and the guard. But when the
federalization comes forth in the bill, I insist that the guard
has been subordinated to the intermediate force of the Volunteer
Army, which, I say to the able chairman, was never submitted
to them, nor have they ever accepted it; and they never could
have accepted it without realizing that their uses were at an

That is

Now I come to the second question. The Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Lee] asked the able chairman of the committee if
there was not a power reserved in the bill leaving the militia
under the control of the governor, to which the able chairman
says, “ Practically s0.” And when the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr., Vampaman]—who, like the chairman of the Military
Affairs Committee, was a distinguished governor of his State,
and both recognized the needs of local sovereignty—asked the
chairman of the committee if this bill allows the governor to
call out the militia in case of any exigency, the able chairman
says he “thinks so0.” It is that which gives me my concern;
and I pointed out some time ago that the provisions of this bill
are such that even the chairman himself, with his splendid
ability upon the honor of his position, can not say absolutely
that it is true.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Then, Mr. President—if I may inter-
rupt again—if the Senator is going to be afraid to act because
of a doubt, he will have to eliminate the whole of the National
Guard provision from the bill

Mr. LEWIS. I will say to my able friend that I purpose
offering some amendments that I feel will make exact these
powers. I am only calling attention now to what I charge,
and what I will continue to charge—that this committee, valor-
ous and patriotic, in the pressure of affairs did not realize what
it was doing in this bill ; and I shall give a reason in a moment.

The able chairman recognizes that I am here, not criticizing
the bill as an opponent, nor condemning the measure as one
which I would have defeated, but as one alive to the best
interests of the guard, pointing out to him as I see the matter,
and pointing out to the committee, what I regard as provisions
4n . this bill which later I shall allude to as placing the guard
at a great disadvantage, and subordinating it to this third force,
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this intermediate force which renders the guard impracticable
for use and practically puts an end to its service.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN Mr. President, may I interrupt the
Senator once more?

Mr. LEWIS. Oh, certainly.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I am not going to interrupt the
Senator again; I shall address myself to this matter in my own
time after a while; but I want to call the Senator’s attention,
in connection with the National Guard which he is discussing,
to the fact that the Constitution itself fixes the power of the
governor over the National Guard of the State, and this legis-
lation could not possibly take away or change that power.
The differences of opinion here in the Senate are not over that
proposition. All concede that the governor has absolute power
under the prescribed terms and limitations of the Constitution.
The differences amongst Senators here are as to the power of
the Federal Government over the National Guard in view of
the limitations in the Constitution.

There is not any question about the governor’s power. That
is fixed and determined, and I think is conceded by everybody.
There is no purpose in this bill to take it away frem the gov-
ernor, and the Congress could not take it away if they tried.

Mr. LEWIS. The suggestion of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr, HircHCcoCcK], a member of the committee, to the ehairman
of the committee that he call my attention te the fact that the
Constitution authorizes the governor to call out the militia re-
fers to something which we all recognize. I have pointed to
that before. It is this—and now I ask the chairman fo note
the distinction:

The Constitution vests in the governor, whoever he may be,
under the dual theory of our Government to which I have
alluded, the right to call out the militia. It vests him with
that privilege. I respectfully urge that the militias are left by
this bill in such a condition that they would have no existence
by virtue of which a governor could utilize them; for in this
bill, as I see it, they are left so mangled as a guard that this
intermediate force, called the volunteer army, so supersedes
them that first they have no potency, no virility; second, that
notwithstanding the Constitution vests in the governor the
power to call them out, the provisions of this bill so vest privi-
leges that heretofore have been exercised in another way that
you create a conflict between the Federal Government and the
State authorities as to whether the particular occasion that
calls them out justifies the governor in ealling the State force
or the President to order out the National Volunteer Army.

Shall T remind my friend, the able chairman of this com-
mittee, that in his own State a governor named Péennoyer from
one point of view directly opposed the President of the United
States, Mr. Cleveland, a Democrat, on this very issue, standing
on the State constitution, while those advising Mr. Cleveland
stood on the Federal statute? Shall I remind him that in the
State of Illinois, which I now in part represent, we had the
exact situation between Gov. Altgeld, of Illinois, and the
President in the Pullman-car strikes?

What I wish to call to the attention of my able friend, the
eminent chairman of the committee, is that these provisions
have so beclounded the heretofore sovereign power within the
States over the Guard that they are now left to be a sub-
ordinate to an intermediate force, and that hereafter there will
arise legal contenders who will say that the word “ militia ™ in
the Constitution, and the power over the militia in so far as it
is vested in the President or in the Federal Government or in
the State, has now been expressed by the Federal Government
in that force called the volunteer force, leaving the thing we
now call the National Guard as having no constituted authority
from any recognized national source. That it has been super-
seded.

Therefore, in the language of Alexander Hamilton, which I
read, that intermediate force is unnecessary. As long as the
Guard in its original condition, in its power and wvirility, if
properly used concurrently with the National Government, can
serve the uses, I insist, first, that the volunteer force provided
in this' measure is not needful; ‘second, that its existence will
destroy the uses of the governor; third, that in making any
attempt to organize it we will disorganize whatever Guard
there is.

I have pointed ent, Mr. President——

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN. May I interrupt the Senator once

more?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illinois
further yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. LEWIS. Surely.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. The Senator has referred to an
oceasion when a former governor of Oregon came in conflict
with the President of the Unltad States.

Mr. LEWIS. Yes.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I remember that very well, because
when the President of the United States suggested some course
which: should be pursued in Oregon, and wired the governor to
thnteﬂeet.thegcvemorotﬂregontelegmp]mdbanktom
Cleveland: “ Youw attend to your business and I will attend to
mine,” and the fact is that nothing was done.

But, Mr. President, I feel that if the position which the
Senator takes is the correct one, and the Federal authorities
can not be given some confrol over the National Guard, 1. for
one, will be in favor of withdrawing any support that the
Federal Government gives the National Guard now. I differ
from the Senator somewhat, and I shall discuss the matter a
little: later. I believe that Congress, by the exercise of its
unused power, as stated by the Senator from Iown, can go very
much further toward federalizing the National Guard than the
Senator from Idaho does. We have attempted to exercise all
the power we thought Congress had under the Constitution. If
we have not the power, or if we have gone further than we had
a right to go, then T think it is useless for the Government to
waste any more money on the National Guard. It was the very
purpose of the committee, and it is partially the purpose of this
bill, not to take away the power of the governor of the State—
that can not be done—but to bring the National Guards so
closely in touch with the Federal department that the Govern-
ment itself shall have control over them.,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illinois
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. LEWIS. I do.

Mr. BORAH. As I understand, there is no contention over
the proposition that it is not within the power of Congress to
take from the governor of the State the power to call out the
militia for the purpose of enforcing the laws of the State or
protecting the peace of the State, is there?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN., Not at all

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Illinois is of the opinion
that the committee have undertaken to do so.

Mr. LEWIS. Will the Senator finish whatever interroga-
tories he has? Then, I will answer them all.

Mr. BORAH. The point I wanted to have discussed, in view
of this suggestion, was whether or not there is an attempt upon
the part of the committee to take away the power of the State
to use the militia for the purpose of enforcing the laws of the
State, suppressing insurrection, and so on.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I first return to the chairman of
the committee.

The observations of the chairman of the committee wounld
intimate that I am opposing the federalization of the National
Guard. I have pointed out to the chairman that I have not
only sought its federalization here, but—Iif I may be pardoned
for the vanity of indulging in something of my own experience
in this behalf—I did so in the spring of 1899, while a member
of the committee in the House of Representatives. I sought
there, I have sought sinee, to bring about its federalization;
and I have to-day read authorities—I regret that the senior
Senator from Iowa was not here when I did so—supplementing
some of the views of the Senator from Iowa. I pointed out that
what we should have is a concurrent federalization, by which
the National Guard and the Army should be the two forces of
defense; that the intermediate force proposed here would de-
stroy the Guard, and destroy the concurrent support between
the local sovereignty of the State and the national unity, and
that such destroys the uses of the Guard and renders it ineffec-
tive in the State, because there is no longer an incentive to
maintain it e{ther in an incipient state or in a state of organi-
zation,

Now I turn to the question of the Senator from Idaho. There
is no provision in' this bill that assumes directly to take from
any governor the authority vested in him by the Constitution.
What I wish to peint out is that the definitions in the bill of
authority to the Guard and to the Volunteer Army provided for
under this act are of a nature which, failing to recognize the
right heretofore existing within the State, will be hereafter ¢on-
strued to be an attempt to take it away, and that unless you
ean stand literally upon the constitutional elause there will be
a dispute between those who will insist that the Volunteer Army
has been given a privilege: which supersedes the Guard, and
those of my school who Insist that the Guard still stands in
every sovereign right that the Constitution provided for the
States. It is that difficulty that I am pointing out and urging
that it will surely arise. The Senator from Idaho was not here
a moment ago. I will’'point out to him what I had in my mind,
and I expressed it.
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In ordinary strikes, as we eall them, digputes between labor
and capital, arising in the Middle West, let us say, there prob-
ably woulid be no serious dispute; but take the State of the
Senator from Idaho, or the States on the Pacific coast, where
there do arise conflicts touching those of oriental nations who
claim their protection under the treaties of the United States
and under the laws of the United States, but particularly by vir-
tue of our international relations; or in a certain section of our
Southern Stateg, who claim that privilege under a direct United
States constitutional provision. Does the eminent Senator
from Idaho faney there will not be those, in the event of any
difticulty avising, who will insist that as far as these are con-
cerned it 1s their right to be protected by the National Vol-
unteer Army; that it is not in the right of the governor now
to ¢all ont the militia touching any conflict created by their posi-
tion; that they have a right to be protected under Federal
power ; and there will be the insistence that the Volunteer ferce
is the only one that could be called out, and that only by the
President, under this bill?

Mr, BORAH. My, President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illinois
vield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. LEWIS. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. I have been impressed with the view which
the Senator is now expressing. I have not taken issue upon
that proposition. I simply want to hear the Senator’s view of it.
But one thing seems to me rather extraordinary in that con-
nection, and it is that the oath which the member of the National
Guard is required to take relates alone to his obedience to the
laws of the National Government and obviates entirely the ques-
tion of his taking an oath to support the laws of the States. I
think that is quite in harmony with the suggestion the Senator
has made, but I think it is perfectly futile. It will have a
tendency to mislead, as the Senator says: but as a legal propo-
sition it can not accomplish what they seemingly seek to accom-
plish.

Mr, LEWIS. My, President, we must all concede, as the Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. Cuannxs] this morning intimated, that there
are these legal doubts concerning these provisions. No man can
really say that this or that is a fixed rule of law concerning how
far the Federal Government may go toward the State and how
far the State may go toward the Federal Government. We have
for the first time begun to federalize the guard and put it in a
position of concurrence with the Federal Government. That is
to say, for the first time we have gone to a greater extent than
we ever have heretofore; and it is very natural that the mem-
bers of the committee should have been more or less confused
in their views, able lawyers though they are. It is equally very
natural that we should find ourselves at variance. We are
really upon a new question, and all that Senators can do is to
express, each for himself, the viewpoint as he sees it, trusting to
this body, which is assembled here to do the very best it can,
and hoping that it will be able, from these viewpoints, to recon-
cile the situation to the best conclusion possible. Thus it is that
I am pointing out what I feel to be the perils of the omissions
and expressions and policies set forth In this bill.

Now, let me take cne particular illustration to which I hap-
pened to hear the Senator from ITowa [Mr. Cuaraans] this morn-
ing allude. Here is the guard. It is made subject to the service
of the Federal Government if after you utilize the Army and the
second force, known as the Volunteer foree, it shall ever bhe
reached; and if it has enough of existence then, in its being
reached, to be of service to anybody—and yet this provision for
advisory staff eliminates the possibility of these men, whose
lives must be at stake, whose destinies are thrown in the bal-
ance, having anybody here at the Capital concerned in their
welfare or speaking in their behalf or prescribing anything
concerning their obligations within the State or for the national
welfare. They may die for the Nation but have no representa-
tion. That is another illustration of the peculiar ignoring of
the Guard which I feel has not been the intention of the eom-
mittee, but which, nevertheless, expresses itself in a spirit that
ought not to be longer allowed.

Now, I must move to a conclusion.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illinois
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. LEWIS. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. Just a moment ago the Senator from Illinois
made a suggestion that attracted my attention., I have not been
able to hear his entire argument, I should like to ask him his
view upon this subject : ) >

Referving to section 56, which provides for calling out or
organizing and training a certain number of men called volun-
teers, in doing so do we exercise the power given in Article I,

section 8, of the Constitution to raise and support armies or do
we exercise our authority in organizing or calling out the militia?

It has been said to-day, and with a great deal of force, that the
Regular Army, so speaking, is made up of men who are profes-
sionally soldiers; that is, they enter the service for a definite
time, and for that time they have no other occupation. Now, we
undoubtedly have the power to raise armies. Will these volun-
teers, when they are organized as provided in section 56, be a
part of the Regular Army or will they be one form of militia
organized to prepare and train for the event of war?

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, the Senator has submitted a ques-
tion filled with very annoying situations ; and, so far as I am con-
cerned, it is one to which I must reply that, as to the matters
he is doubtful about I do not know. This much I will say to the
Senator: When I have comprehended and contemplated that
situation I am compelled now to say, and I will warn the able
Senator from Iowa—who has been the executive of a State hav-
ing a splendid Guard—that if this measure passes both Houses,
then whenever this volunteer army wishes to undertake any-
thing that can be justified as a militia it will be found claiming
its authority under the term * militia ” as found in the Consti-
tution. When it runs counter to the Guard, whenever it wishes
to do a thing which it feels is within the Army powers, it will
contend that it is done under the Army powers as distinguished
from the militia powers; and there will be that conflict until
the question finally gets to the higher courts for construction.
It is that very form of conflict, I will say to the eminent Senator,
to which I have alluded in discussing the subject with the Sena-
tor from Idaho and other Senators taking an interest in this
discussion, that compels me to invite the attention of the com-
mittee to the danger it is producing.

Now, I ask you, Senators, what do you think was the reason
of introducing the provision creating this Volunteer Army as
against the Guard, which I hope to see federalized with the
National Government, leaving two forces, the Army and the
Guard, and then the power to bring in the citizens from the
hillsides and the valleys and their doorways and their homes,
properly trained, as an additional force? What do you think
has been the necessity of the intermediate force to which I am
now referring?

I shall not permit myself to be personal, but I invite your
attention to some history. I impugn the motives of no man in
this place. I pray I may be divorced here from a prejudice that
compels me, at times, to express condemnation in other quarters..

Mr. President and gentlemen of the Senate, do you fancy that
this particular provision is new? I do not pose here as having
more information than any of you; but, gentlemen of the Mili-
tary Affairs Committee, I am sure your attention must have been
drawn to the fact that this provision, with slight changes,
found its authorship in 1866. It was duplicated in 1878. It
was condemned by Gen. Grant, who was a volunteer soldier in
all his sympathies and his soldierly qualities; and finally it
made its appearance again in 1898, following the Spanish-
American War, under the name of the Hull bill; and there has
not been a time following any war in this Republic since the
Indian wars when there have not been certain gentlemen who
have taken the landwehr of Germany, the militis, the inter-
mediate force that Napoleon created for the protection of the
interior of France, and reproduced it in some form, and
handed it in here as something new and novel ; and even in the
case of so able a lawyer as the former Secretary of War there
were certain insistent, delusive, and attraetive forces in this
Government that were able to influence that eminent official
into the belief that he had brought forth a new thought.

And why? I speak what I feel, and I ask no man to join me.
First, it must occur to you Senators there is no need of that
foree if the Guard be patriotic. There is no need of that if the
citizens are patriotic, for the citizen who is patriotic would go
into the Volunteer Army, would go into the Guard already in
existence, already caparisoned, already equipped. Then why do
you seek through an intermediate course a force wholly original,
to be newly trained, newly drilled, newly caparisoned for duty,
for which we have already the units needed, only to be added to?

I answer, as the learned Senator from Idaho stated, the Consti-
tution of the United States does not say “ officered by the States,”
referring to the National Guard. If it had, this provision for a
volunteer army never would have been here.

Mr. President, we have a great many men in the Army, pa-
triotic men, who have come out of West Point and other na-
tional service and have reached some deserts, but not all they
were entitled to. They have waited for years to have some
recognition, and it is a legitimate aspiration. These conditions,
however, our Government has not afforded the opportunity for;
these officers could not be appointed officers of the Guard, a lieu-
tenant of the United States service could ot be made a captain,
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a captain could not be made a major, a major could not be made

a- colonel because of that provision which the Senator from.

Iiaho says stands as an obstruction to the nationalization, and
the chairman, the Senator from Oregon, points out, because under
that the State officers the Guard. If the President could have
officered them there would never have been that provision for the
Volunteer Army introduced in the Senate nor would it have
imposed on our former Secretary of War, who is a good lawyer—
these officers who have brought forth this invention would have
;md their just ambition gratified in being officers of the State
orces.
Mr. WARREN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illinois

yield to the Senator from Wyoming?
Mr. LEWIS:. Certainly. :
Mr. WARREN. I think the Senator with his vivid imagina-

tion is * seeing things " that have not materialized, as far as

information that he intimates has surrounded-the Committee
on Military Affairs is concerned.
Mr. LEWIS. I have not intimated or said such a thing.

Mr. WARREN. So far as I know not a member of that com--

mittee had any intention by any act or any suggestion to make
the National Guard less but to make it more. But I will ask
the Senator, with the conditions as they are, suppose we become
involved in war with Mexico, which is not entirely out of the
question.

Mr. LEWIS. It is to be hoped it is out of the question.

Mr, WARREN. If we were compelled to go down into that
country and meet an army much larger than our own what
would the Senator do then for recruiting forces? He would
send for the Regular Army.

Mr. LEWIS. The recruiting forces, the Regular Army?

Mr. WARREN. Yes; he would send for the National Guard.

Mr. LEWIS. The Senator is asking me what I would do. I
promptly say that in any such eondition of war I would carry
out the provision that called at once for a force, as we have done
many times before.

Mr. WARREN, What force? ;

Mr. LEWIS. I would call promptly for the volunteer forces.
They would be in such time of war, the Senator will recognize,
under the control of the President of the United States. It is
no longer a National Guard.

.Mr. WARREN. But what forces would the Senator call?

Mr. LEWIS. Any force that is within the limits capable of
filling the required allotment of men necessary at the time.

Mr. WARREN. We could not do it with the National Guard
unless they should enlist as volunteers in the Regular Army.

Mr. LEWIS. Surely the Senator does not intimate that the
National Guard would not volunteer its services.

Mr. WARREN: I do not.

Mr. LEWIS. Its services have been volunteered in the past
and they would do it again,

Mr. WARREN., The Senator has, I think, been misinformed or
he would not indulge in what seems to be jealousy, because it is
proposed to have some prepared force additional to the Regular
Army and additional to the National Guard, which costs but
little for maintenance for a few days or a month in each year,
to fill sueh an emergency as I have indicated, where the Regu-
lar Army is too small and where the National Guard can not be
called upon as a National Guard to aid the national forces. I
say that that is no insult to the National Guard, as stated by
the Senator, and never intended as such. Those that may claim
this to the Senator either do not know what they are talking
about or what others are thinking about when it is intimated
that there is an intent to insult the Guard, that this has been
put upon the bill in the interest of West Point officers, when,

as a matter of fact, of the officers of the Army only 44 per cent’

of them were West Pointers to begin with. The Senator is
impugning not only West Pointers but he is impugning nearly
two-thirds of the force who never saw West Point as students.
Mr. LEWIS. I 'trust the Senator has satisfied himself that he
has made his speech that may be quoted in his Army circles to
prove him the great advocate of the Army and myself the critic.
1 certainly have nothing against the Army, nor can I ever make
any reflection on the Army. The Senator’ knows hi§ observa-
tions were gratuitous and unnecessary. The Senator has seen
fi£ to put into my mouth expressions which I never used. He
flatters himself that he has said something that he will stand
hereafter as the great'sponsor of West Point. I assure the Sen-
ator I have made no allusion to West Point soldiers except to call
attention to the fact that they had not obtained  their deserts.
I have pointed out a way for them all to get promotion and raise

of pay. This provision I condemn denies them both, vet flatters
them. with the prospect of superseding National Guard offi-

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, it would be better, I think,
for the Senator to answer the question. Of course, I do not
mind the little ridicule in which he indulges. I accept it good-
naturedly. - But he has not told us yet what he would do in
obtaining the additional force to take into Mexico,

Mr. LEWIS. If the Senator may be patient he will get a
reply to all his inquiries. He may rest assured, since he has
volunteered to make his speech in defense of some one who has
not been assailed, his only purpose must have been to draw
some benefit to himself at the expense of unjust criticism of me,
for there was nothing from me calling forth such.

Now, the Senator says he assumes that I have exercised my
vivid imagination.

Mr. WARREN. Did not the Senator say that these officers—
I will not use the exact words, of course, of the Senator-—have
brought this about with their influence upon the committee to
make promotions for themselves?

Mr. LEWIS. One can call the nature of a thing according to
his own construction. I will repeat what I said, and as I repeat
it and ecall your attention to it I think I will be able to verify
it. First, 1 will say to the Senator the allusion that I have
made to men from West Point was to call attention that large
numbers of them come forth and have not received their deserts
because of conditions that did not offer opportunities; that they
could not be made officers of the State guard, because under:
this very provision those officers must be appointed wholly by
the governor. 1 pointed out a way to use their valuable services
to the State. Having made that observation once, I repeat It.

I' also pointed out that if there had been places for these
officers {here never would have been a suggestion of intermediate
foree, because there would have been no incentive to create it.

The Senator from Wyoming, heretofore the chairman of this
committee under a different administration, asks what I wonld
do. I ask him, What' did Lincoln do? What did the Presi-
dents of the United States do when there was no such volunteer
measure? What has ever been done? I would do exactly as
has been the course of the Government for a hundred years.
I would, if T were President, proceed to call out the forces, on the
theory that we were at war, and so would come these volunteers,
choosing their own officers or officered by the National Army,
and the Army officers, whenever we could get their splendid:
skill, and we would get them in the exact measure we lhave:
heretofore. I would also indulge the assumption which my
friend from Wyoming seems not to find agreeable, that the
National Guard would be patriotic and diligent and would like-
wise serve their country.

I answer the Senator with another observation—

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator allow me right there?

Mr. LEWIS. Certainly.

Mr. WARREN. I do not propose to be put in the position of
taking any ground against the National Guard. T have belonged
to the National Guard both as a private and as an officer, sl I
have in an humble way been in the Volunteer Army.

The Senator says he would raise an army as Lineoln did. If
Mr. Lincoin had had a trained force of volunteers; it would have
saved hundreds of thousands of lives, as we would do if we
should go into war now if we had this despised force the Sen-
ator looks at, a volunteer force that may be trained and ready
to go without sacrifice; but we have suffered heretofore from
having called into war men entirely green and unprepared.

Mr. LEWIS. I do not know upon what assumption the able
Senator from Wyoming assumes that I despise anything. I
never used such an expression. I’ do not despise anything. I
have been suffering much that was despicable at the hands of
the Senator's party and'the eminent Senator, but I never (des-
pised it or any member of it—I criticise, not despise.

But I pointed out to my able friend my viewpoint and I re-
spect the viewpoint of every other Senator. I then answer the
Senator as he has made an allusion which I have seen in print
many times. I would like to call attention to the mistaken as-
sumption and to say that if there had been this volunteer force
to which my friend alludes and it' had prevailed in all States
of the Union, equipped, accoutered, provided for, previous te
1860, far from the advantage being to Mr. Lincoln there would
have been a force of southerners who would have been so alded
as to have made more difficult the then situation.

Mr. WARREN. I presume the Senator does not anticipate
another civil war.

Mr. LEWIS. No; but my friend asked me as to what could
have been done.
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Mr. WARREN. The Senator does not expeet such a com-
parison would be the same as that between the Republic of
Mexico and the United States to-day.

Mr. LEWIS. No; I would not. Answering the Senator’s
question he asked me what I thought would have happened with
Mr. Lincoln in his time if he had had trained forces. I an-
swered that, while it had some benefit it also had a correspond-
ing evil, so far as the Government of the Union is concerned,
whieh has not been caleulated by those who have made that very
statement.

Mr. President. I ask the attention of the Senator from Wy-
oming to a stutement of experience in military matters to verify
the assertion I have made. I again assert if there had been
places for many of these officers of the Army, whose splendid
qualifieations fit them for recognition by which they could have
been appeinted, or our Army had grown so large that there
couldl have been places for them, there would not have been the
suggestion of this intermediate volunteer force, because there
was no need of it. It is plain that it would reopen many volun-
teer forces from the States who would be accessible to the Fed-
eral Government for any use in the world. I call the Senator’s
attention to the Hull bill. - .

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator allow me?

Mr. LEWIS. Surely.

Mr. WARREN. I do not know of any commissioned officer
in my ascquaintance who has advocated the measure that we are
now diseussing unless it was referred to him and his advice
asked. The inference the Senator tries to draw is that the
ambition of officers who desire higher places has been the cause
behind it all of eur adopting this idea of a Volunteer Army. If
that be true, I have never seen a shadow of it. That is all I
can say, of conrse.

Mr. LEWIS. I will say to the Senator I can say nothing of
these forces wherever they are seeking to obtain recognition of
their merits execept to approve such. They sincerely believe
there should be an inerease of the Army. Knowing in their
hearts that there is a feeling in this country against a large
incrense in the Army, and knowing that they can not be officers of
State guarvds, they sincerely believe that the creation of this
intermediate course is justified by conditions of the time. But
thi= creation of a force likewise gives opportunity to the scholars
of military tacties which before did not exist.

1 invite the able Senator’s attention to the Hull bill. He was
here in 1898, The provisions of the Hull bill contained a sec-
tion—section 17, if I am not in error—that in the new organiza-
tlon of the Guards as certain members of the volunteer forces
the I'resident should appeint the officers. There was no provi-
sion to eleet them between themselves, or choose them, nor in
the States where these organizations were created was the
power left in the governor., It was because of that opportu-
nity—it was because of the particular privilege in that new bill—
that there arose great opposition to it.

Now, the learned Senator will recall—and I must admit my
turpitude, my culpability—that I was charged in those days
with speaking of the West Point men as ‘‘satraps and sap-
heads,” and that was sent out all over the United States and
the State I then represented. This was to hold me up as being
ridiculous and contemptible. Everyone knew I could never
have said sueh a thing. It is well known that I, together with
George B. McClellan, Member from New York, the son of Gen.
Me(lellan, a veteran soldier; Col. Marsh, a Member from Illi-
nois; and Gen. Grosvenor, Member from Ohio—these were the
only Members who carried on the fight with me. We struggled
as best we could to prevent that measure, but were unable;
and when the fight was made on me, on the ground that T
was opposing the organization of the Army, and I was being
hissed from a waiting hand of hopeful aspirants for commis-
sions, I looked into the galleries where certain officers were
caparisoned in gold lace and the soft sons of luxury breathing
forth an air suggestive of golf links and tennis rackets, and
who had eome there in the hope of things they felt were going
to transpire, I did say then, in response to this accusation, that
I am in favor of an organization of the Army as it is being
made; but then, on being hissed, I referred to the conditions I
am now alluding to. I said, “T am in favor of an Army of
soldiers.” I see now my friend the Senator from Kansas [Mr,
Creris], who was present, over there, and he will recall the
expression. I said, “I shall demand the organization of the
Army by soldiers; but I shall now, as I have heretofore, oppose
the organization of the Army by tessellated military satraps on
the one hand or gilded society sapheads on the other.” T still
strud there. 1 hope such a condition never existed, but in my
mind at that time I so expressed the peculiar conditions. I
call the attention of the able Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
NeELsox] to what happened. He called attention yesterday to

-the

this form of organization and referred to the Guard. He
painted it as a general merger and said it was officered by Army
officers; and I say to the able Senator from Minnesota there
were some officered by officers of the Army, but in most in-
stances political favorites were given command, without regzard
to any experience or no experience in military matters of any
kind. I call to his attention that in a few instances they were
splendidly officered ; but the trouble that arose, which gave us
all our difficulty, was the thing to which I now invite the atten-
tion of the Senator from Wyoming.

I eall the attention of the Senator from Iown to section 56:

The President is hereby authorized, at any time; to organize, main-
tain, and train—

And so forth. You know the remainder of the act.

I rend a part—

The term of enlistment, which shall in no event be greater than that
of the Regular Army, the period of service with the colors and with the
reserve, and the period of training shall be as the President may pre-
seribe, those passing to the reserve to have the status and obligations
preseribed for reserves of the Regular y. Officers and enlisted men
of the volunteer forces raised under the provisions of this section shall
be entitled to the pay and allowaneces of officers and enlisted men of
corresponding grades in the Regular Army during periods of training

only.

fgemporar;r appointments and promotions of officers of the Regular
Army arising from the operation of this sectlon may be terminated at
iscretion of the President.

Officers of the Regular Army who receive commissions in the Volun-
teer Army herein authorized shall in time of peace receive the pay and
allowances of their respective grades in the Regular Army. * * *

Making the volunteer officers exact officers as it is now of the
established Army. Then I will ask the able Senator from
Wyoming to note that there is a provision by which the tempo--
rary appointment of this organization violates all the temporary-
appointment laws I have ever known existing in our States.
Heretofore, when a company organized in the way named, its
officers were selected by the company temporarily. In the
Army we know the system, but in this bill the—

Temporary appointments and promotions of officers of the Regular
Army arising from the operation of this seetlon may be terminated at
the discretion of the President, 2

Officers. of the Regular Army who receive commissions in the Volun-
teer Army herein anthorized shall in time of peace receive the pay and
allowances of their respective grades in the Regular Army, and no
more.

I invite the attention of the able Senator from Wyoming that
the provision there is almost identical. It enables the Presi-
dent of the United States to transfer any of the officers of the
Army to the command of the Volunteer Army. I do not say it
is a bad thing; I think it is probably an exceedingly good thing,
if we are to have such an army; but I do respectfully call his
attention that we now have a duplication of what Col. Marsh
called attention to when he showed in 1898 that this measure
was born in 1866, Now this, of 1916, was brought from 1898
all for the object that the Volunteer Army is to be officered by
these members of our Regular Army, capable and efficient; and
you will observe they are all but whose deserts ought be pro-
vided for by a proper increase of the Regular Army.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ilineis
yield further to the Senator from: Wyoming?

Mr. LEWIS. Gladly. I am glad to have the views of my able

iend.

Mr. WARREN. I have been following very closely what the
Senator has to say, and he called my special attention to sec-
tion 17. The Senator will remember that the officers of the
volunteer forces always in the Civil War, and always at other
times, so far as I know, were appointed by the President.

Mr. LEWIS. T quite concur with what the Senator has
already said as to the army of the Civil War.

Mr. WARREN. It is true in some States the companies
elected their officers and sent them, if they were in the mnilitia,
to the governor, or maybe sent them to the President; but, as a
matter of fact, the President makes the appointments in the
Volunteers, and always has done so.

Mr, CUMMINS. Mr. President——

Mr. LEWIS. I beg pardon. May I answer the Senator from
Wyoming? In time of peace the President is to appoint the
officers of the Volunteers.

Mr. WARREN. I mean in time of war.

Mr. LEWIS. Yes; I concur; and I have been contending that
that is to be done in time of pence, and that I am opposing.

Mr. WARREN, We are preparing in the volunteer service for
time of war, or we would not have a force.

Mr. LEWIS. I point out to the Senator from Wyoming that
under the provisions, lest I misconstrone them, these officers,
temporary and otherwise, in time of peace, when there is no war,
are to be appointed fromy the Army. I am'sure the Senator will
not disagree with me there.
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AMr. WARREN, They are assigned always, so far as I know,
like officers for service with the Volunteers. They do that in
war time, and this measure proposes to do it in peace.

Mr, LEWIS. The Senator and myself wholly agree as to
that, and there is where I feel arises the great difficulty. I
vield to the Senator from Iowan.

Mr. CUMMINS. I call the attention of the Senator from
Illinois to the amendment to section 56 that has been reported
by the committee, and I assume adopted. I am not sure about
that, however. However, the amendment proposes a change
in the section limiting the period of service to 30 days in each
year. Obviously these volunteers do not become professional
soldiers under the definition that we have heard more than once
to-day with regard to the difference between Regular Army men
and militiamen. With that statement, I ask the Senator from
Illinois if I may kindly address a question to the Senator from
Wyoming in his time?

Mr, LEWIS. I am delighted to serve the Senator.

Mr. CUMMINS., It is purely for information, for I have
the greatest desire to organize the most efficient strength that
we can organize within proper limits for the national defense.

The Senator from Wyoming, of course, understands that
Congress has just two powers relating to this subject. First, it
has the power to raise and support armies; second, it has the
power to provide for ecalling out the militin and for organizing,
equipping, and Jdiseiplining it. Will these volunteers who are
to be raised under section 50 be parts of the Regular- Army? Do
we organize the volunteers under our power to raise and sup-
port an Army, and if we do, may we raise an Army merely “or
the purpose of training its members 30 days in the course of a
year? What is the difference between such a volunteer force
and the militia? There is no such thing, as we hava been told
this morning, as a national militia, and I want to be clear on
the one point as to whether these volunteers are to be reckoned,
from the time they are enlisted, as professional soldiers, mem-
bers of the Regular Army.

Mr. WARREN. I will say to the Senator from Iowa that
tlhiey are very much in the condition of the reserves of the Reg-
ular Army. They are all volunteers, but in the reserves, being
trained as the others have been, to be called upon in case of
war as reserves are called upon. They are not a part of the
militia, in my view of it, and they become instead, as I have
stated, a part of the Regular Army.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. They are enlisted.

Mr. WARREN. They are enlisted regularly. They are en-
listed as a reserve force and are to be trained within certain
limits, and are to be at the call of the country in case of its
peril.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN.
me a moment?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield to ihe chairman of the committee,

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. In answer to the question of the Sen-
ator from Iowa I will state that there is not any question but
that they become a part of the enlisted force of the Army in
time of peace, only to be called on for the purposes of train-
ing, but until the enlistment period expires they can be called
on at any time.

Mr. WARREN. They are the Regular Army in reserve.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Yes, sir.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, just a moment——

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. CUMMINS. As I understand it, they have all the char-
acteristics of the militinmen, as described by the Senator from
Idaho, namely, they are not in the Army as a profession. They
enter the Army retgining their individual avoeations as much
as do merchants, or earpenters, or masons, or lawyers, but they
are not in the service until the event that war transpires, and
they are called into it then to defend the country. I should like
to know what the difference is between such a man and a
militinman.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. The great difference is, if the Senntor
from Illinois will pardon me a moment——

Mr. LEWIS. 1 yield. I would like to have these differences
composed without considering me.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN., The men who enlist in the Volunteer
Army sign the regular enlistment blank that is signed by a
Regular soldier, but it limits their use in time of peace to 30
days' training. As to the National Guard, we have proposed
that in addition to the oath they take as guardsmen they shall
have a dual oath added to it. They not only swear that they
will answer the call of the governor of the State, but also to
answer the call of the President of the United States.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am not asking now what provision we
may make about the National Guardsmen, but I am trying
to ascertain the status of these volunteer militiamen who

Will the Senator from Illinois pardon

are entering the service just as a National Guardsman en-
ters it—for the purpose of training and without the obliza-
tion to come to the colors until war or the hnminence of war
appears. I say, if we are to accept these views with regard
to the difference between troops and militiamen and soldiers
and militinmen, Congress has no power to bring such men into
the service.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Let me call the attention of the Sen-
ator to the decision of the Supreme Court in One hundred and
thirty-seventh United States. The court held there—Mr. Justice
Brewer, I think, delivering the opinion of the court—that sign-
ing the contract of enlistment changes the status of the in-
dividual. 1If his oath is to the State in one instance, the con-
tract is directly with the State. To that extent the Senator
from Idaho is absolutely correct in this contention.

But as to the National Guard it is proposed to go further than
that, and an amendment I think will be offered recognizing the
difference between the oath the man takes to serve the State
and the one which he takes to serve the Federal Government.
It proposes to put him in a dual position.

Mr. CUMMINS. I think there is no doubt about our authority
to do that. I have not suggested n wmt of authority to do what
is proposed in section 56, but I am trying to reconcile the (if-
ferences that appeared this morning between the Regular Army
man and a militiaman. The differences seem to be altogether
in the character of their service. Whereas one served only for
the purpose of training and maintained his pluce in society, the
other gave his whole time to the country and became a pro-
fessional soldier. I fear in view of the provisions of section 56
those differences will have to be accounted for in some other
way.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, referring in conclusion to the
query of the Senator from Wyoming, I wish to call the atten-
tion of the able Senator, first, to the proposition respecting these
oflicers being named by the Government. The Senator will
surely recall that in the Spanish-American War the volunteer
forces that went out from the States were not named by the
President, but that they were designated, as the able Senutor
from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] calls to my attention frow his
experience, by the governors of the States or by the men them-
selves.

Mr. WARREN. AL, but, Mr. President, they then became a
part of the national forces the same as did the militin in the
Civil War—the officers and men.

Mr. LEWIS. I ask the able Senator why should not that
exact course be duplicated, if we shall have need of more men
in any coming coniflict, and followed exactly as it has been in
the past, adding, however, to it a system that shall insure
through discipline and organization our citizen soldiery possess-
ing competent qualifications?

Mr. WARREN. It depends somewhat, of course, on what we
shall do as to federalizing the Nuational Guard; but it is per-
fectly plain that, in the present situation of affairs, if we want
a force in addition to the Regulur Army to be employed outside
of the continental limits of the United States, we have got to
have this force in some other form than as a National Guard.
If the National Guard enlists as n volunteer forece, and as
United States troops, well and good ; of course, they go into the
national forces. All of the volunteers proposed in the pending
bill are a part of the Regulur Army in the sense that they are
not responsible particularly, first. to the States, and, second, to
the United States; but they are respousible only to the United
States, almost exactly as are enlisted men in the Regular Army
who have gone on the retired list, receiving smaller pay but
ready at any time to respond to the call of the President and
the War Department without reference to the Siates,

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, concluding—and my time has
been taken by Senators who have offered me inuch advice, and
have, I am sure, tendered many wise suggestions—I hold to
my viewpoint that if we ought to have this intermediate foree,
then, with the Senator from Iowa, I think there can be no dis-
pute that it ought {o be a part of the Army, oflicered by West
Point men or by any other efficient officers we could obtain.
The more efficient they are the more necessary it is that they
should be called into the service. That they have come from
our schools, all the better; that they bring that splendid train-
ing to the Government, all the more to be commended ; but they
should be a part of the Army of the United States. In that I
concur; with that I bave been in accord; of that to-day I am
an advoeate; but if the attempt is to be hade to create such
an intermediate force, it will' be neither Regular Army nor
National Guard; and there is no place in the organization of
this country for that form of service, either under the Federal
Constitution or the State constitutions.
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T ask my able friend from Wyoming to contemplate this: Does
thie able Senator from Wyoming, with his experience in military
-affairs, not recognize that the moment an attempt is made to
have a volunteer foree that will have mothing to say as to its
wofficers, to be officered by gentlemen from far-eff places, who
know nothing of the men, and of whom they know nothing, we
shall not be able to get enlistments? Will men enter into these
organizations to have an officer who is a member of the Army,
coming from a State far-away, a gentleman of whom he knows
nothing, and who will naturally feel his social superiority to the
men in the ranks. notwithstanding the gentlemen in the ranks
may occupy the very highest place in the community where they
Tve, not revolt from discipline? Is it te be assumed that under
those conditions there can ever be obtained enlistments; that
men will enlist under those conditions in a volunteer service
which makes them so subordinate to their officers that they will
be regarded as inferior and having ne voice? Will it be assumed
that you can ever get enlistments under such circumstances?
Ay answer from my standpoint is that I do not feel that system
will ever be a suceess; I can not see how it can survive; but if we
.desire an army that can be called upon in time of need we can
increase the National Guard and add to the corps of Regular
officers as we may need them and send them out to the National
‘Guard from time to time to aid in the instruction, to act as drill
masters and disciplinarians for our citizen soldiers. Then we
will have a renl volunteer army, as I see it, without the con-
fusion which inevitably will follow the adoption of the plan pro-
posed, and which might result in danger to our institutions.

Mr. President, let this Federal Government join concurrently,
as Mr. Justice Story well says, and as Mr. Alexander Hamilton
says, with the State governments, federalizing the State troops
to the extent of affording them supplies and equipment and put-
ting them on an exact level with the Regular Army for all na-
tionnl purposes, but leave them within their respective States
subject to the sovereignty of the State, and o the command of
the governor and the government of the State in wholly local

affairs. Thken, we will have two succinct, clearly defined forces

heretofore recognized under the Constitution, justified under
the decisions of the Supreme Court, and which have been under
practice and not a stranger to the “welfare of the Republic.

Mr. President, I have pointed out therefore wherein I feel
the bill has a vice, but, as the Senator from Wyoming has said,
not an intended one. The committee would have no object in
such. If this has crept into the bill, it is because of misapprehen-
sion of its effect; and I am assuming to point out its effect as
I see it and as it has been pointed out te me by those who are
seeking the protection of their just interest and hoping to pre-
serve the welfare of the Guard, by manifesting its dangers
which I have assumed to describe,

Mr. President, I have occupied muech time witheout intending
to do so, but I feel that the time has been well occupied from
the fact that the fallacy of my argument may have been disclosed
or the virtue of it manifested on the part of able Senaters in
their interruptions and suggestions. 2

Mr. President, I have given utterance to these views in order

that the eommitfee may consider fhem. If upon examination

they are feund not to be well taken, then the ecommittee no

doubt will continue in its present position in adherence to the

doctrines as set forth in section 57 «of the bill. If these views.

of mine are conceived by other Senators to be worthy of con-
sideration, then I trust that amendments at the proper place
may be submitted by the committee, er, if not submitted by it,
that they may be accepted by the committee when presented

from other sonrces. My own purpose is to seek to preserve an.

organization for the defense of the country which shall have
the respect of our countrymen and the affection of the members
who constitute it; and not to embark on a course which at the
outset will bring confusion and dissipate and destroy the very
object to which we are turning our patriotic devotion.

I am necessarily advoecating the interest of the National

Guard; and I say that I feel their splendid service in the past

entitles them to prime and first consideration. Indeed, my mind
reverts, as I conclude, to the exquisite expression in the literary

production of Ruskin, entitled * Sesame and Lilies,” where he

portrays the heathen woman confronting the eivilized mother,
The refined woman had displayed to the heathen one her
jewels of adornment. The heathen woman, turning to her chil-

dren and peinting to these brothers, the Gracchi, exclaimed,

* Behold, these are my jewels.” I would have our Government,
remembering the National Guard, which has given such valorous
service in the past, which has suffered so much in sacrifice for
their civilization, when there is opportunity to reward them,
T would have my Nation turn to the country, as did that heathen
mother to the civilized mother, and, beholding that Guard in the

splendor of what they represent, say to the world, “ These are
my jewels.”

Mr. LEE of Maryland. Mr. President, in considering the
question of preparedness, which has been forced upon us by
modern wars and modern conditions, we must needs be prac-
tical. We have got to consider the limitations of recruiting,
the limitation of the possible number of soldiers who may be
gotten to enlist, as well as the reasonable limitations of expense.

There has been universal testimony rendered before the com-
mittees of beth Houses to the effect that it is impossible to en-
list for the Regular Army, even with the greatest possible effort,
more than 50,000 men in a year. Considering the limitation
which that imposes, and considering the necessary reductions
to any existing force by the operation of expiring terms of
enlistment and other causes, it is inevitable that for adequute
preparation there must be some resource, some means of pro-
viding military defense upon land other than what will come
from these limited possible enlistments. I believe that there
is probably no point upon which the authorities who have tes-
tified have been more harmonious than upon the question of
the limitation of the number of men—the 50,000 annually—who
can with extraordinary effort be secured by enlistment in the
Regular Army under present conditions of national prosperity.

Under these circumstances we necessarily and naturally tarn
to other forees for defense., We naturally turn to the consti-
tutional soldier mentioned in the Constitution with the Regular
Army, and with equal degree of dignity with the Regular Army,
namely, the militia of the several States, and consider the
defense possibilities in connection with that militia. Although
I do not wish to go far afield upon this general subject, but
desire to speak to the amendment, in view of what has been
said here to-day I want to read into the REcomrp an extract
from Gen. Washington’s address, dated June 8, 1783, to the
governors of the respective States recently emerged from the
condition of colonies:

The militia of this coun must be considered as the palladium of
our security and the first effectual resort in case of hestility. It is
essential, therefore, that the same system shonld tgerva.de the -whole ;
that the formation and discipline of the militia of the continent should
be absolutely uniform; and that the same species of arms, accouter-
ments, and military apparatus ghould be introduced in every part of
the United States.

Mr. President, such a result for “the militia of the continent”
could come from but one source and but one power, and that
would be exercise of Federal power throughout the whole of this
country. How natural and inevitable it was that the hand that
penned the quotation I have just read should have also signed,
as President of the Constitutional Convention, the great provi-
sion in section 8 of Article I of the Constitution, which has
been referred to here to-day and which I desire to place in the
Recorp in connection with the quotation I just made from this
official letter of Washington:

The Congress shall have power * * #* {p provide for organizing
arming, and disciplining the militia, and for governing such part of
them as maéy be employed in the service of the United States, reserv-
ing to the States, respectively, the appointment of the oflicers, and the

g the tia according to the discipline prescribed

Further in the same section of Article I:

n shall have power * * * {p make all laws neces-
sary and proper for carrying into execution the foregoing powers.

Mr. President, the amendment of the Senator from Iowa pro-
vides for the addifion to the General Staff of the Army of five
representatives from the National Guard or Organized Militia,
a very small percentage of the whole of the staff. Naturally,
it is suggested that there should be this representation by rea-
son of the present relationship of the National Guard to the
United States Army.

It was said here on the floor the other day that we have in
the United States a mobile force of 30,000 men in the Regular
Army. We have in this country also in the Organized Militia
a mobile force of 134,000 men.

Is it inconsistent with the proportions to add to 95 officers
on the General Staff, representing the 100,000 soldiers of the
Army of the United States in this eountry and elsewhere, 5
Natienal Guard officers, who represent 134,000 organized troops
to join in consultation upon mutually important strategic gues-
tions? It is quite consistent, Mr. President, with some degree
of representation and with a natural progress in harmony and
cooperation which should exist between these two defending
forces of our country. When you come to the gquestion of mobili-
zation, as I suggested this morning, the Senator from New York
[Mr. WansworrH] on yesterday mentioned how the General
‘Staff, having some guestion of mobilization to consider, sent for
a National Guard officer to get from that eofficer the details and
i@;lhformauou absolutely necessary in considering the details

volved.
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I wish to read to the Senate now a quotation from a report
by Capt. Mott of the United States Field Artillery, made in
1905, appearing on page 137 of Senate Document 796, pre-
sented by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. CmaMmBeErLAIN]. Capt.
Mott ealls attention to the question of mobilization; refers to
what Switzerland can do in connection with mobilization with
her highly organized citizen army, and points out that that
citizen army of disciplined Switzers can be organized and

. handled quicker than our Regular Army can mobilize 30,000
Regular soldiers in this country. That is a statement of a
Regular Army officer. Capt. Mott says:

Switzerland can mobilize an army corps in three days, ready in every
particular of organization, equipment, munitions, and transport, to
march agalnst the enemy; they can mobilize four such corps at one
and the same time.

In Senate Document 860, which I presented to the Senate,
there is conclusive evidence to show that Switzerland did mobi-
lize 200,000 men in 10 days at the beginning of the great war,
and that her mobilization was probably more prompt than either
that of Germany or of France. Capt. Mott goes on to say:

Just how many days it would require to concentrate in one place
30,000 of our Regulars with all their ba, e and transport, or how
long to assemble four such commands of & rs and militia it is diffi-
cult to say, but probably it would be nearer three weeks than three days.

The Swiss mobilize their entire force every summer. Our
country has never had any adequate preparation or experience
in this respect. We should mobilize the whole National Guard
of this country in proper military units every summer as a
whole or combined with the Regular Army to make the action
complete and educating the country and the military officers
to the details of great military movements. -

In the consultations which should take place as to mobiliza-
tion and other military matters some representatives of the
numerically greater existing force, the National Guard, should
have their appropriate place on the General Staff, and I submit
that 5 per cent of the consulting body of these conjoined mili-
tary forces is not too great a proportion to concede to the
National Guard. What I have already said illustrates in one
aspect the necessity of this representation.

There is another matter to which I wish briefly to eall the
attention of the Senate, and which I think will illustrate in a
different way the necessity of representation of the National
Guard upon the General Staff, There is a great deal of informa-
tion and a great deal as to the policy of general preparation
that does not seem to be easy to get when it operates in favor
of the citizen soldier. I have been since the middle of February
to the middle of this month collecting, from sources which should
have been able to give it at once, the information contained in
Senate Document No. 360, as to the efficiency of the Swiss citizen
army. If the Senate will take the trouble to read that document,
they will see where difficulties and delays have occurred. They
will see that there was an order of the Secretary of War pre-
venting the giving out by the War College of this information,
so that it was necessary for me to apply through the State
Department to the Swiss military authorities for their permis-
sion to use information that really should have been directly
and readily available, because it was in respect to matters that
occurred in a neutral country, and, as is said in the letter of
Maj. Lawton, could be seen by almost anybody standing on the
corner of any road or street in Switzerland.

Mr. President, I wish to correct certain figures and apparent
estimates that appear in the report of the committee and that
appear on page 5077 of the CoxGrEssIONAL Recorp. In doing
so I desire to call attention to the fact that I do not believe this
‘correction would have been necessary; I do not believe that it
would have been necessary for me to write the letters which
I did write to the Secretary of War, or that it would have been
necessary for the Secretary of War to have answered me in the
way he did, or that the committee would have been misled, as
they apparently have been misled, by the figures which have
been furnished to them from some source, if we had representa-
tion of the National Guard upon the General Staff. Mr. Presi-
dent, I will ask permission to put in the Recorp without reading
the letters to which T refer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
is granted.

The letters referred to are as follows:

UNITED BTATES BENATE,
Washington, March 25, 1915,

Withont objection, permission

Hon. NewTox DD. BAKER.
Seerctary of War, Wazhington, D. C. _

My Dear Mg. SECRETARY : There seems to be considerable difference
in the estimates apparently being made in connection with the cost
of the National Guard under the Hay House bill and Senate bill 4840,
I have understood at the department that one estimate under the Hay
bill is $25,000,000, whereas another estimate for somewhat similar
provisions under the Senate bill-4840 is $46,000,000, ;

A new estimate is now being made, I believe, of the Hag bill pro-
vision on the plan of the estimate made for Senate bill 4840,

‘mites amounting to :approximately $11,

Hon. Newrox D. BAERER,

referred to in Tables

I would like to be informed in some detail as to the estimate cover-
ing $25.000,000 or a little over as cost of the previsions under the
Hay bill, and also what would be the cost under ?l:e Chamberlain bill,
estimating the same way as the HHay bill. 3

I wonld also like to have the details of the estimates covered b
Table XII in the report of Senator CHAMBERLAIN on Senate b
4840—cost of volunteers, total, $24,044,000,

Respectfully, yours, Bram Lee,

Wan DEPARTMEXNT,

Washington, March 28, 1916,
Hon. Brair LEs, %

United States Senate,

My Dean Sexaton :.Referring 1o your letter of March 25, requesting
information concerning apparent discrepancies in estimates of costs
furnished in connection with bill 8. 4840 and bill H. R. 12760, I may
say in general that the War Department has furnished statements to
the Committees on Military Af of both the Senate and the louse,
but is not informed as to the exact combinations of ﬂiures or the
emphasis placed on the different items so furnished. It is believed that
the sums arrived at in Table XI, page 25, Report No. 268, part 1,
of the Benate Committee on Military Affairs on bill 8, 4840, sets forth
the ori;glnal cost of the National Guard for the years covered in the
table. In order to arrive at what would be required in the estimates
for 1917, it would be necessary, therefore, to deduct the value of the
material already in the hands of the militia.  Preliminary figures avail-
able indicate that for the fiscal year 1917 estimates will be submitted
gsothe Divislon of Militia Affairs amounting to approximately $14,-

,000, and that the Quartermaster Co will submit similar esti-
,000; making a total of
approximately $25,000, for the militia under these two items. It
is assumed that this is the sum which yon have in mind and to which
you refer inm the third ;;Iaru aph of your letter,

You will note that this does not take into consideration any of the
ordnance equipment, which includes small arms, field cannon of various
calibers, with their carriages, nor the ammunition for either, both of
which are very large Items. The exact figures for these items, based
on_the provisions of bill H, R. 12766, have not yet been arrived at.

I am submitting to the Committee on Military Affairs of the Senate
to-day tables pertaining to bill H. R. 12766, which have been figured
on_the same basis as for bill 8. 4840 ; a copy of these is inclosed.

With reference to paragraphs 3 and 4 of your letter, I am inclosing
also copies of statements which have been submitted i:y the War De-
partment in connection with bill 8. 4840, showing the cost of vol-
unteers under the provisions of that bill, :

Sincerely yours, NewTox D. DAkenm,
Becretary of War,

Marcr 29, 1916,

’
Secretary of War, Washington, D, C,

My DpAr Mgr. SecnerTARY : I have received yours of the 28th with
inclosed data and beg leave to thank you for same.

Unfortunately, however, this informgtion comes in such shape as to
be of very little use unless it is otherwise clarified and explained. For
instance, referring to the sums arrived at in Table XI, page 25, re-
gort No. 263, part 1, of the SBenate Committee on Military Affairs bill

. 4840, Your letter states that the items arrived at set forth the
original cost of the National Guard for the years glven in the table
but goesz on to add that ir. order to arrive at what would be re uired
in the estimates of 1917 it would be necessary to deduct the mue of
the material already in the hands of the National Guard. As the value
of this material is not given, the sum required to provide for the Na-
}jonnitl(}unrd for the first year can only ascertained by further in-
ormation.

Another difficulty is that Tables X1 and XII fail to give the numbers
of troops involved. Presumably from some of the substatements the
minimum authorized is used for the first column, and at the end of
the fourth year the maximum is arrived at. An explicit statement of
the numbers would seem to be desirable,

Another suggestion, if you will permit it, would be that there is no
summary or recapitulation of Tables XI and XII, or, what i8 more

ecially dcesirable, the first years of each with reference to the (e-
tanlis desired and presumabiy furnished. I have been able to check off
some of these details, but the bill belng on the floor now for con-
sideration by the Senate I should think that this statement from the
degartment ghould be more explicit. *

will keep the papers sent me, as they ma{ be of service in con-
nection with other information sent to Benator CHAMBERLAIN, and
I would respectfully suggest that my letter of March 25 be referred
back to The Adjutant General together with this letter as tending #o
possibly lead to a more lucid statement,

As a further suﬂestlon. taking page 25, Tables XI and XII, above
referred to, and adding the numbers of men estimated for under each,
what would be the average cost of a national guardsman under column
4, and what would be the average cost of a volunteer under column 4
and looking at this cost from a double aspect; first, the aspect of all
that has been expended in the four years to create the individuoal
guardsman under the fourth year; and, second, carrying forward to
the cost of the guardsman of the fourth year only such.elements of
expenditures in the first three years as provided material In the
hands of the guard in the fourth year and with a similar estimate for
each volunteer in the fourth year?

As illustrating an objection to the figures given under the first year
in Table XI—cost of the National Guard—above, I am advised that
the National Guard already has equipment for 151,504 men, and I
infer, although it is not positively stated, with reference to this first
year's estimate, that it is an estimate for 87,000 men,

Respectfully, yours, BrLAairR LEE.

Wair DEPARTMENT,
THE ADJUTANT GENERAL'S OFFICE,
Washington, March 31, 1916,
Hon. Brain Lee,
United States Senate.

My Deir SeENATOR: The department is in receipt of your letter of
the 29th instant, asking for further information concerning the items
I. and XII, ge 25, Report No. 263, part 1,
from the Senate Committee on ‘Military Affairs, on Senate bill No.
4840, The figures showing the cost of the National Guard and of
volunteers, in the tables referred o, appear to have originated with
the Becnate Committee on Military Affairs, although based on data
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resumably obtained from the differcnt bureaus of the War Department.
Ivery effort will be made to give you the additional information that
you vow desire, and your letter Las accordingly been referred to the
Chief, Division of Militla Afalrs, and the Chief of Ordnance for re-
mark, and they will be requested to furnish the data peeded at the
ecarliest practicable date, it bein# pointed out, however, that the
assembling and comparison of the figures underlying those presented in
the tables may take some little time.

However, 1 shall do everything possible to expedite the furnishing
of the information that you ask for,

H. P. McCaAIx,

Yery sincercly, yours, :
The Adjutant Gencral.

UxITED STATES BENATE,
March 30, 19186,
Col. Grorce W, McIver, 5
Divigion of Militia Affairs,
War Department, Washington, D. C.

My Dear Con. Mclver: I have a letter from the Secretary of War
dated Mareh 28 in which he forwards some estimates in connection with
Senate bill 4840 and referring more @ 11y to Table XI of report 203,
rm]go 25, part 1, being the first year's total cost, $46,349,800, and says.
*In order to arrive at what would be required in the estimates for
1917 it would be necessary, therefore, to deduct the value of the material
already in the hands of the militia.” This is necessary because, as he
states in his letter, the $46,349,800 sets forth the original cost.

I am desirous of knowing how much material is already in the hands
of the militia which would have to be deducted to arrive at the require-
ment for 1917,

Respecttully, yours, Bramm Lee.
WaR DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF,
Divisiox oF MILITIA AFFAIRS,
Washington, March 30, 1916,
Hon. Dranr Lex,
U'nited Statcs Senate.

My Dear Sexator: I beg to acknowledge receipt of your letter of
March 30, 1916, in which you request to be furnished with the value of
the material already in the hands of the militia, and in reply thereto to
inform you as follows: »

Value of field ePuipmont in the hands of the—
0

Infantry the Organized Militia T £0, 927, 549
Cavalry ______ 054, 336
Field Xrtiliery 2 8,127,172
Englneers 146, T18
Signal Corps__. 481, 653
Coast Artillery_ 559,
sanltary troops__ 406, 439
Total MAL -- 17, 603, 855

The above ﬂds'ures do not include such reserve equipment that is known
to be on hand in several of the States over and above their present
needs, equipment of Coast Artillery armories, and ammunition. It will
therefore be necessary to add to the above figures the value of this
equipment, which is estimated to amount to approximately $1,800,000,
making a total estimated value of the equipment now in the hands of
the militin as $19,403.355.
Very respeetfully, yours, G. W. McIver,
onel Infantry,

Col
Acting Chief Division of Militia Affairs.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I will proceed to requote portions of
the letters, and especially wish to call particular attention to the
portions of the report of the committee which seem to me to
be in error. To briefly illustrate the situation, I read from
the letter of March 28, 1916, from the Secretary of War to me,
ns follows:

It is believed that the sums arrived at in Table XI, ﬁ 25, report
No. 263, part 1, of the Senate Committee on Military Affairs on bill 8.
4840 sets forth the original cost of the National Guard for the years
covered In the table.

In order to arrive at what would be required in the estimates for
1917 it would be necessary, therefore, to deduct the value of the mate-
rial already in the hands pf the militia,

And from the letter of Adjt. Gen. MeCain, dated March 31:

The figures showing the cost of the National Guard and of Volunteers
in the tables referred to appear to have originated with the Senate Com-
mittee on Military Affairs, nllhuuﬁh based on data presumably obtained
from the different bureaus of the War Department.

But the most instruective letter is that of Col. McIver, Acting

Chief of the Division of Militia Affairs, dated March 30, in
response to my letter of the same date, in which he concludes
that the amount of material or the equipment now in the hands
of the militia is valued at $19,403,355.

Mr, President, according to this letter from the Acting Chief
of the Militin Division the first-year cost column of Table XI
of the report, and on page 5077 of the Itecorp, which adds up
$40,349,800. must be reduced $19,403,355 for the equipment now
in the hands of the guard, and when so reduced it will represent
a very liberal first-year cost.

In order to start the proposed volunteers on even terms of
expense as compared with the National Guard it has been neces-
sary to charge the guard, as of the present time, with a large
part -of the money spent on them in the last 12 years, which
has averaged annually $5,118,863.39. And to do this the cost
. column, Table XI Senate committee report, also page 5077 of
the Recorp, has been made to include as a first-year cost, and
without further explanation, this $19,403.355 money expended
in past years and representing equipment now in the hands of
the Organized Militia. 1

LITT 334

The Senate bill suggests a reduction of the National Guard
from 134,000, actual present strength, and 153,000 authorized
strength under existing law, to 106,200, a reduction of 27,800
nen from actual strength and of 46,800 men from the present
authorized strength. If we take the reduced number proposed
by the Senate committee and divide it into the improperly en-
larged first-year cost, namely, 100,200 men into $46,349,800, we
get an apparent first-year cost of $437 as the average for the
National Guard, and which is a greatly exaggerated first-year
cost and, as I now show, greater by more than 50 per cent than
the true first-year cost.

If, on the other hand, we deduct the value of equipment now
in the hands of the Organized Militia and improperly included,
I think, in the first-year column of Table XI ($46,349,800 less
$19,405,355), it leaves us a more correct estimate of what must
be expended the first year for the National Guard, or $26,-
046,445, :

To get the average cost, divide this sum by 106,000, the re-
duced number apparently contemplated by the Senate committee
for the National Guard, or by 134,000, the present actual
strength, or by 153,000, the present guthorized minimum
strength, and we get in the first instance $254, in the second
instance $201, and in the third $176, as the first-year cost per
man of the National Guard. The lowest is the most nearly
correct, but the average is $216, or a first-year cost per man of
less than half of that which is indicated by the committee's
table, as published in the committee report and put in the
REcorp at page 5077,

The chairman's statement at the bottom of page 5077 of the
REecorp is apparently based on an error, as the force provideil
for by the first-year column of Table XII is not 261,000, but only
56,820 men. G

The first year cost of volunteers—Table XII, page 25, Senate
report—may be arrived at by dividing $24,944,938 by the 3,036
officers and 53,793 men it provides for, and this gives a first-
year volunteer cost of $439 per man.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, may I interrupt the
Senator? ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Oregon?

- Mr. LEE of Maryland. Certainly. :

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Are the figures that the Senator is
reading and the estimates he is now giving the Senate pre-
pared by the War Department? )

Mr. LEE of Maryland. What I am criticizing now is the
column presented by the Senator from Oregon as chairman of
the cominittee. .

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN, No; but I am asking now if the esti-
mates which the Senator has, and by which he seeks to correct
those given in the Recorp, are given to him by the War De-
partment?

Mr, LEE of Maryland. The only estimafe that I necessarily
have to have, to correct this view of the Senator’s that 261,000
men are provided for by this first-year column of Table XII for
the volunteers, is as to the actual number of men ealculated for
in that column. I have that estimate from the War Depart-
ment, and they put it down as 3,036 officers and 53,793 men.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. But the Senator has given a good
many figures and a good many estimates. I just wanted to
know whether those were figured out by him or some one under
him, or whether they were figured out by the War Department?

Mr. LEE of Maryland.” The number of men provided for in
the first-year volunteer column I have from the War Depart-
ment.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. But the dollars? !

Mr. LEE of Maryland. The dollars I get from the Senntor’s
estimate, as published by him. 2 '

The explanation of the committee’s preference for the proposcd
volunteer force may he found at page 5077 of the Recorp, where
the chairman states, in response to my question, that the first-
vear estimate in Table XII provides for 261,000 men, which would
give an average of $95 for first-year cost—an obvious impos-
sibility, and contrary to the express statement of the War De-
partment, which T can submit if desired.

" The true comparison for the average first-yvear cost of the

National Guard and the Volunteers is between $216 for the
Organized Militia force and $439 for the Volunteer force;
and these figures do not express some of the obvious advan-
tages of the National Guard. The guard have had not only
£19,000,000 and more already spent upon them by the United
States, but also have the advantage of between $100,000,000 and
$200,000,000 in armories and the annual appropriations of all
the States.
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If the equivalent proper and necessary expenditures were
added to the Volunteer first-year cost, that would, in my judg-
ment, largely increase the National Guardsman’s advantage as
to cost, so that it would be expressed better by a comparison
of $21G to $500; but without adding any cost to the Volunteer
first-year estimate, such as is represented by the State armories
and annual Siate appropriations, the advantage in first-year
cost to the National Government of the guardsman over the pro-
posed Volunteer force is as $216 is to $439. And the very fact,
Mr. DPresident, that these figures and corrections have to be
brought in here in this way shows the necessity and the pro-
priety alike of some representation of this great force of citizen
soldiers upon the strategic body of the United States Army.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Georgia
State Camp, Patriotic Order Sons of America, of Americus,
Ga., praying for an increase in armaments, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

He also presented resolutions of the United States Chamber
of Commerce, favoring the enactment of legislation to prevent
dumping of European products in the United States at the close
of the European war, and also for the enactment of legislation
to promote industrial efficiency and to protect and develop in-
dustries in the United States, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. PHELAN presented a petition of the Woman’s Club, of
Watsonville, Cal., praying for an investigation into conditions
surrounding the marketing of dairy products, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented a petition of Local Union No. 292, Musi-
cians’ Union, of Santa Rosa, Cal, and a petition of the Feder-
ated Trades and Labor Council of San Diego, Cal., praying for
the enactment of legislation to further restrict immigration,
which were referred to the Committee on Immigration.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming presented petitions of sundry citi-
zens of Wyoming, praying for an increase in armaments, which
were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN presented a petition of sundry citizens
of Hood River, Oreg., praying for national prohibition, which
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. TOWNSEND presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Michigan, praying for national prohibition, which were referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented memorials of sundry eitizens of Michigan,
remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to limit the
freedom of the press, which were referred to the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Ie also preserted memorials of 2,651 farmers in the State
of Michigan, remonstrating against the enactment of legislation
to prohibit interstate eommerce in convict-made goods, which
were referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a petition of Major John C. Durst Camp,
No. 40, United Spanish War Veterans, of Lansing, Mich., praying
for the enactment of legislation to grant pensions to widows and
orphans of veterans of the Spanish-American War, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

AMr. BURLEIGH presented a petition of Local Union No.
13048, Federal Labor Union, of Millinocket, Me,, praying for
the enactment of legislation to further restrict immigration,
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration.

Alr. GALLINGER presented petitions of 17 citizens of Pitts-
fielll, N. H., praying for national prohibition, which were
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented the petition of 8. K. Kamaiopili, of Hono-
lulu, Hawalii, praying for prohibition in the Hawaiian Islands,
which was referred to the Committee on Pacific Islands and
Porto Rico.

Mr. POINDEXTER presented the memorial of Lyman H.
Wilmot and sundry other citizens of Eglon, Wash., and the
mnemorial of C. D. Raymer and sundry other citizens of Seattle,
Wash., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to
limit the freedom of the press, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

IHe also presented a petition of Walnut Grove Grange, Pa-
trons of Husbandry, of Grandview, Wash., praying for Govern-
ment ownership of the telephone and telegraph systems, which
was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented the petition of E. O. Hagberg and sundry
other citizens of Venersborg, Wash., praying for the placing of
an embargo on munitions of war, which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented memorials of Calispell Grange, No. 500,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Cusick; of Liberty Grange, No. 272,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Granger; and of Walnut Grove

Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, of Grandview, all in the State
of Washington, remonstrating against an increase in armaments,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of College
Place, Wash., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation
for compulsory Sunday observance in the Distriet of Columbia,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of South Basin Grange, Pa-
trons of Husbandry, of Orin, Wash. ; and a memorial of Pomona
Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, of Outlook, Wash., remonstrat-
ing against the passage of the Dbill (8. 2086) to provide capital
for agricultural development, to create a standard form of
investment based upon farm mortgage, to equalize rates of inter-
est upon farm loans, to furnish a market for United States-
bonds, to create Government depositaries and financial agents for
the United States, and for other purposes, which were ordered
to lie on the table.

Mr. WADSWORTH presented a memorial of the Common
Council of Hudson, N. ¥., remonstrating against the enactment
of legislation to provide a literacy test for immigrants, which
was referred to the Committee on Immigration.

Mr. NELSON presented petitions of sundry citizens of Minne-
sota, praying for national prohibition, which were referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. LIPPITT presented a memorial of Pomona Grange, No,
40, Patrons of Husbandry, of Laurel, R. I., remonstrating
against any change in the parcel-post law, which was referred
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a petition of Local Grange No. 51, Patrons
of Husbandry, of Anthony, R. I., and a petition of sundry citi-
zens of Providence and Kingston, all in the State of Rhode
Island, praying for national prohibition, which were referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CATRON presented petitions of sundry citizens of Bu-
chanan and Yese, in the State of New Mexico, praying for
national prohibition, which were referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. LODGE presented memorials signed by A. Lawrence
Lowell, president of Harvard University, and sundry other citi-
zens of Cambridge, Mass., remonstrating against the separation
of the Cambridge (Mass.) postal station from the Boston
(Mass.) post office, which were referred to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads.

BILLS INTRODUCED,

Bills were infroduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHURST:

A bill (8. 5346) granting a pension to Henry W. Buckley ; and

A bill (8. 5347) granting a pension to George Seaver; to the
Committee on Pensions. :

By Mr. WARREN:

A bill (8. 5348) to authorize the exchange of lot 10, section 19,
township 45 north, range 114 west, sixth principal meridian,
for certain private lands needed in connection with the con-
struction of Jackson Lake Reservoir, Wyo., and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. McLEAN:

A bill (S. 5349) to amend section 4414 of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States relating to the appointment of local
and assistant inspectors of steam vessels; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. PHELAN:

A bill (8. 5350) granting a pension to Susan HE. Cline (with
accompanying papers) ;

A bill (S. 5351) granting a pension to Rose Butcher (with
accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 5352) granting an inerease of pension to Viola 1,
Webster (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr, OLIVER (for Mr. PENROSE) :

A bill (8. 5353) to correct the military record of John Brown;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 5354) granting an increa
Liggins;

A bill (8. 5355) granting a pension to John B. Chandler; and

A bill (8. 5356) granting a pension to Joseph Zimmerman; to
the Committee on Pensions, :

By Mr. PENROSE:

A bill (8. 5357) granting a pension to BE. P. Lewis;

A bill (S. 5358) granting an increase of pension to Matilda
Stoneback ;

A bili (8. 5359) granting an increase of pension to Louise D,
Finley; and

se of pension to Susan
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A bill (8. 5380) granting an increase of pension to Philip
Robuck; to the Comumitiee on Pensions.

By Mr. GORE:

A Dill (S. 5361) to encourage military instruction in certain
iducutlo:ml institutions; to the Committee on Edueation and

abor.

By Mr. SMOOT :

A bill (8. 5262) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
fssue patent for certain lands in the State of Utah to Cyrena E.
Young: to the Committee on Public Lands. 3

THE JUDICIAL CODE.

Mr. SHERMAN submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (8. 1412) further to codify, revise,
and amend the laws relating to the judiciary, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary and ordered to be
printed.

NATIONAL DEFENSE.

Mr. GORE. I submit an amendment to the pending Military
Establishment bill, which I ask may be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the amendment was ordered to lie
on the table and be printed, and to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. Gore to the bill (H. R.
1276G) to increase the efficiency of the Mlilmrg Establishment of the
United States, viz : On page 190, after section 120, add the following :

“ 8gc. 121, That before the next succeeding 13 sectlons of this act
ghall be administered in any State the legislature thereof shall assent to
he same, :
t 4 Kpe. 122, That the term ‘school board ' as used in this act shall
include any board of re ts, board of trustees, board of commissioners,
or any other duly constituted authority having legal control and dlrec-
tion of an eligible school as hereinafter defined and having power to
employ the members of the faculty thereof and to determine courses of
instruction therein.

“ Src. 123, That eligible schools for the pn & of this act shall
consist of universities, colleges, academies, high schoolgs, and other
secondary schools, not including those institutions to which officers
from the active or retired list of the United States Army are now or
may be hereafter detailed under existing law which have a bona fide
enrollment of not less than 50 male students 16 years of age or over
and which have in their employ an instructor qualified, in the judg-
|:':uei;tl lt)t'1 tihe Secretary of War, to impart suitable military instruction
and tralning.

“ 8ec. 124, That in addition to the requircments and conditions enu-
merated in section 123 of this act the Secretary of War shall have the
power to prescribe such requirements and conditions and to make such
rules and regulations as may be necessary to carry into effect the pro-
vislons of sections 121 to 134, inclusive, of this act.

“See, 125. That any school board desiring to secure the benefits of
his act in behalfl of the school or schools under its control and direc-

on shall make and filo with the Secretary of War an application to
that effect upon a form to be preseribed and furnished by sald Becre-
tnl;jr. Said application shall state sreciﬁcully the character, amount,
find otber conditions concerning military instruction and training to
be required by the Secretary of War, and shall include any information
that may be required by sald Sceretary. The board shall also spe-
cifically declare its desire to secure the benefits of this act in behalf
of the school or schools under its control and direction, and shall
obligate itself to the faithful observance and execution of the terms
and conditions of this act and of the rules and regulations made in
pursuance thereof., The board shall also in its application specify the
name of the Instructor expected and qualified to impart the required
military instruction and ning, together with the amount of the
total annual salary contracted to be ?atd such instructor.

* B, 126, That upon the receipt of any application fulfilling afore-
sald requirements, and if, in the opinion of the Secretary of War, the
fub]lc interest will be subserved thereby, said Secretary shall ascertaln

be gualifications of the instructor designated to perform the duties re-

guired by this act, and if sald Secretary i= satisfled as to his fitness,
sald instructor shail be designated as a military instructor of the
United States.

* Bec. 127, That before any such instructer shall enter upon the dis-
charg of his duties, he shall subsecribe to the oath of office required
of officials of the Government of the United States, and the school
Imard employing such instructor shall execute to the Secretary of War,
n such form and in such amount as he may require, a bond for the
:nfu i*alre a.;a&l keeping of all property of the United States furnished

0 sail s

“ 8ec. 128, That when such bond shall have been executed and such
instructor shall have entered upon his dutles, the Secretary of War is
hereby authorized and directed to gﬂ{ to such Instructor from time to
time an amount not exeeeding two-fifths of his stipulated salary in any
one scholastie year: Provided, That in addition to such payment upon
his salary, the Secretary of War may ?ny to such instruector an addl-
tlonal sum not exceeding 20 per cent of such salary at the end of the
scholastic year, to be based on and §rndmtcd by the fitness and ef-
ficlency of such instructor : Provided however, That the BSecretar,
of War is hereby authorized to dlscontinue such arran

yments whenever the services of such instructor shall
actory or whenever his employment shall be diseontinue

“ 8epc. 129, That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to enter
into an agreement with any school board for admittance to military
instruection and training of all male persons of sultable age who are
not duly enrolled as students in such school.

* Brc. 180, That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to supply
to school boards rifles, side arms, and other necessary military ac-
couterments for the use of persons receiving military instructlon and

training in pursuance of this act.
of War is hereby authorized and dai-

ent and suc
Rrove unsatis-

“8Sece. 131, That the Secretar,
rectod to dprcpnre for the files of his office from the names of men who
bave graduated from any educational ifnstitution to which an Army
officer has been detailed as milit insiructor under existing laws a
list of persons qualified to give military instruction and tralning; and
sall Secretary may furnish such list upon request to any school board
desiring to take advantage of this act.

“B8ee, 132, That whenever the legislature of any State shall give its
consent the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to enter into an
arrangement with rhe State superintendent of public instruction of
such State for the ru.rnishinF of such information and for the per-
formance of such other service in the administration of this act as
may be mutually a upon by said Secretary and sald State superin-
tendent of public instruction; and for compensation for such service
the Secretary of War is authorized to pay such superintendent not ex-
ceeding $500 per annum to be graduated in accordance with the char-
acter and amount of such service.

*“ BEC. 133. That to carry into effect th:dprovls!ona of this act the sum
of § is hereby annually appropriat out of any money in the
Treasury of the United States not otherwise nggroprinted: and all pay-
ments for the gurposes of sections 121 to 134, inclusive, of this act
shall be made by the Secretary of the Treasury upon the warrant of
the Secretary of War.

“ Sne, 134, That the Seeretary of War is hereby authorized to re-
quire such reports to be made by the school boards having in charge
the schools benefited by this act and to make such inspections from
time to time as he may deem necessary and proper.” =

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I submit an amendment to add to the
committee amendment proposed by the Senator from Oregon
[Mr, CramserrAIN], which I ask may be read.

The amendment was read, ordered to lie on the table, and to
be printed, as follows:

Amend the amendment proposed by the committee on page 106, end of
section 2, as follows:

“ Btrike out the words ‘one hundred and eighty thousand' and in-
sert the words *two hundred and fifty thousand ' and add at the end of
the amendment the following :

“: Provided further, That in addition to the units specified in this
section, additional units of Infantry, Cavalry, or Field Artillery to con-
form in composition with the requirements of sections 19, 20, and 21 of
this act may be organized in the discretion of the President ; but in no

case shall the additional unlts so organized exceed in total enlisted
strength the number of 50,000 men,""”

RECESS.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I do not know of any
other Senator who wishes to address the Senate this evening.
I therefore move that the Senate take a recess until Monday at
12 o'clock.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 35 minutes
p. m., Saturday, April 1, 1916) the Senate took a recess until
Monday, April 3, 1916, at 12 o'clock meridian.

.  HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
SATURDAY, April 1, 1916.

The House met at 11 o’cloek a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Eternal God, our heavenly Fatber, we thank Thee for a great
country, a great people, a great past, and for the promise of a
greater future. And we most earnestly pray that every Ameri-
can citizen may be inspired with a patriotism which shall make
him loyal to its sacred institutions, a patriotism broad enough
and strong enough to render unto others the privileges which
he desires for himself in his civil, political, and religious prefer-
ences, that we may live together in peace and harmony and grow
in everything that makes a nation truly great, and strive to Jive
in peace with all the nations of the earth, ever remembering that
“ pighteousness exalteth a nation, but sin is a reproach to any
people.” So may we live, prosper, and grow valiant in the things
which make for righteousness. IFor Thine is the kingdom, and
the power, and the glory forever. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

DESERT-LAND ENTRIES IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CAL.

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker's table Senate bill 4671, agree to the Senate
amendment, and pass the bill, and that an identical House bill,
which is now upon the calendar, be laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. The Chair Iays before the House the Senate
bill, which the Clerk will report. -

The Clerk read as follows:

A DIl (8. 4671) to exempt from cancellation certain desert-land entries
in Riverside County, Cal.

Be it enacted, cte., That no desert-land entry heretofore made In good
faith under the public-land laws for lands in townships 4 and 5 south,
range 15 cast; townships 4 and 5 south, range 16 east; townships 4,
56, and G south, range 17 east; townships 5, 6, and T south, range 158
east ; townships 6 and T south, mn'fe 19 east; townships 6 and T south,
range 20 east; townships 4, 5, 6, and 8 south, range 21 east; town-
ghips 5, 6, and sections 3, 4, 5, 6. 7, 8, 18, and 19, in tawnshlr i
south, mn?a 22 east; township b south, ramﬁ 23 east, San Bernardino
meridian, in Riverside County, State of California, shall be canceled
prior to May 1, 1919, because of fallure on the part of the entrymen to
make any annual or final proof falling due upon any such entry prior
to sald date. The requirements of law as to annual assessments and
final proof shall become operative from said date as though no sus-

nsion had been had. If the sald entrymen are unable to procure water
o irrigate the said lands above described through no fault of theirs,
after using due diligence, or the legal questions as to their right to

divert or impound water for the irrigation of said lands are still pend-
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ing and undetermined by said May 1, 1919, the Secretary of the Interior
is hereby authorized to grant a her extension for an additional
period of not exceeding two years.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the
Senate bill.

Mr. HAYES. The Senate amendment was read in the bill

Mr. MANN. The question is on unanimous consent. .

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Reserving the right to object, what is
the effect of the Senate amendment as compared with the House
bill? '

Mr. HAYES. The House bill is recommended by a unanimous
vote of the Committee on the Public Lands to be amended in
exactly the same particular,

Mr. MANN. The Senate bill follows the amendment which
the House committee reported. ’

Mr. HAYES., It simply cuts out some provisions at the end
us to further extensions, and limits the bill as it was originally
introduced.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is talking about an amend-
ment. Is it a Senate amendment?

Mr. HAYES. Yes; a Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER. Then it comes over here as a part of the
bill, 7

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to ask where this will
lead us? How much discussion is there to be on it?

Mr. HAYES. None at all.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the
Senate bill.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the similar House bill
(No. 11081) will be laid on the table.

There was no objection.

RIVERS AND HARBORS.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of
thhe Union for the further consideration of the rivers and
harbors bill. 3

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida [Mr. SPARK-
aan| moves that the House resolve itself into Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 12193, the rivers and harbors bill.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SHER-
LEY| will take the chalr.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
YWhole House on the state of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill H. R, 12193, the rivers and harbors bill, with Mr.
SHeErLEY in the chair,

- The CHAIRMAN, The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration of
the bill H. R, 12193. The Clerk will report the title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 12193) makin
repair, and preservation of cer
and for other purposes.

Mr. DUPRE. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

My, DUPRE. How much time remains for general debate
under the agreement?

The CHAIRMAN. Fifty-five minutes remain fo the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. SPARRMAN] and 70 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. HuUMPHREY].

AMr. MANN. Each 70 minutes?

The CHAIRMAN. No; 55 to the gentleman from Florida
and T0 to the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from
Washington use some of his time now?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Florida desire
to be recognized?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield seven minutes to the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. LinTHICUM].

The CHATRMAN.. The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Lix-
TH1cUM] is recognized for seven minutes.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, of late we have heard a
great deal about preparedness. The whole country seems to be
on tiptoe demanding proper defense in the event of an attack
by any foreign power, We all are in favor of preparedness and
};lhae proper protection of this country against anything that may

ppen.

‘There is a subject, however, which I feel is almost as vital to
the American people as preparedness, and that is the protection

approaxiaﬂuns for the construction,
public works on rivers and harbors,

of our food supply. The vitality of the people is the strength of
the Nation, and the proper protection of foods and their sources
of supply is of the utmost necessity for this vitality.

We have enacted a great deal of legislation and spent much
money in the protection and inspection of the meat supply of
the country. We have endeavored to protect the children from
undue hardships and to prevent their employment in factories
under certain ages, because it is detrimental to their strength
and their ability to become useful, healthy, and prosperous eciti=
zens in later years. There is one subject, however, which it
seems to me has been utterly neglected by Congress, and to a
great extent by the various States throughout the Union, and
that is the dairy and dairy products of the land.

For that reason I have introduced into this House a resolu-
tion providing for the appointment by the Speaker of a com-
mittee of five Members of the House, whose duty it shall be to
investigate and report as speedily as practicable, as follows:

(a) Whether conditions prevailing in dairies and daliry products seri-
cusly menace the health and property of the people of the United

States.

(b) Whether Federal inspection and supervision, either alone or in
cooperation with State and municipal inspectlon and supervision, is
necessary to the reasonable protection of the health and property of the
citizens of the United States.
¢) If so, then the best and most economic methods of inaugurating

enforeing such Inspection and supervision,

WIDE USE OF MILK AND MILE PRODUCTS.

Milk and milk products enter more universally into human
health and happiness than any of all the foods. The safety and
good name of milk and milk products should be guarded by Fed-
eral, State, and municipal authorities more carefully than any
other food, and yet Congress has paid less attention to this, the
greatest of all human necessities, than to any other food affect-
ing the health and vitality of our people. So far as the Na-
tional Government is concerned, dairies, creameries, and cen-
tralized plants and butter factories may be said to run wide
open.

It is widely claimed that outrageous crimes are committed
by the manufacturers of butter against the American people
and vast frauds against the revenues of the Government and the
good name of American-made goods in foreign markets.

I am not prepared to say whether these facts are true, al-
though I am prepared to quote the testimonials of many people
and the editorials from many reputable papers and magazines of
the country showing their belief in its correctness. If these
charges are true, then it is the duty of Congress to investigate
and to pass such legislation as may be necessary to remedy the
evil. If they are untrue, then Congress should, by proper in-
vestigation, show this to be the fact that the uncertainty now
prevalent among our citizens may be alleviated and the real
facts known, so that the people may freely and unceasingly
avail themselves without fear and trembling of this splendid
product, the most nutritious, useful, and, when produced and
distributed under proper sanitary methods, the most healthful
of all.

an

NEW CONDITIONS.

It may be said by some, Why has it become necessary for
Congress to investigate the dairies and dairy products of the
country? Have they not continued for years and years under
present conditions and have not our people thrived as perhaps
no others in the world, and why, then, is there danger arising
from this source?

We must remember in connection with this that conditions
have changed in reference to dairies and dairy products as well
as they have changed in reference to the other food products of
the country. There was a time when the farmer’s wife pre-
pared the butter in the cool spring house with definite care and
cleanliness, and it was carried to market and sold directly to
the consumer. Then came the time when creameries sprang up
in every milk-producing neighborhood. The fresh milk was
carried directly from the farm to the ereamery in the nenr-by
village, where the cream was separated and made into butter
and the separated milk returned to the farmer for such purposes
as he might apply it on his farm. The butter made from it was
known as whole-milk butter and was well made, cleanly, fresh,
and usually pure. Then came the present situation. New methods
created by virtue of our greater population and the unusual de-
mand for these products resulted in the centralizing factories,
to which milk is shipped for hundreds of miles to be made into
dairy products. The new sitnation brought new conditions on
the farms and among the purchasers of milk. The long-distance
hauls made delays beneficial until large quantities for shipment
could be collected.

Then came the question of stale milk and cream and the fur-
ther question of the methods used by the centralizers in pre-
paring this stale milk and eream so that it could be made into
butter, The question of the use of coloring matter in butter, so
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that no matter how impure. no matter how long it had stood, no
matter how unclean it might be, it could be covered and hidden
from the general consuming public by this coloring matter, the
contents of which in itself is usually impure and unhealthy.

INVESTIGATION.

This situation having arisen, the National Government, through
the Department of Agriculture, felt the necessity of making some
investigation into the dairies and dairy products industry. The
department reported the situation in the Annual Report of the
Department of Agriculture for 1912, pages 315 to 334, in which
it says that cream is frequently shipped great distances to
crenmeries to be made into butter and is very often received in
such a filthy and putrid state as to be thoroughly unfit to enter
into compeosition of a good product ; that an examination of 1,554
lots of cream after being delivered to the creameries and cream-
buying stations showed that 957, or 61.5 per cent, were of third
grade, 1. e., cream that is dirty, decomposed, or very sour; that
an inquiry covering T15 ereamerles, located in six States, showed
that only 196 pasteurized their cream, while 519, or 72.6 per cent,
do not pasteurize the milk so as to destroy any disease germs
that might be present; that as disease-producing germs are
known to survive a long period in butter made from unpasteur-
ized eream, and as butter is eaten in the raw state, this product
when made under such conditions as prevail in the majority:of
creameries ean not be sald to be wholesome and free from danger
to human health ; that millions of gullons of cream that has been
allowed to stand in the barn, in the cellar, or in the woodshed
until it is sour or decomposed is sent to the creamery and with-
out even being pasteurized is made into butter.

Referring to this report of the Department of Agriculture,
Hoard’s Dairyman, in an editorial February 21, 1913, comment-
ing upon the report, says:

Is the butter industry working under conditions about which we
must speak In whispers and behind closed doors? Are we hiding a
skeleton in the closet? Dare we not speak the truth about American
butter making without shuddering, lest the truth will be used against
us? Where are we at anyhow? * * = know that there has

e
not been a dairy convention for years but at which one of the sub-
jects that absorbed the most earnest attention was the bad cream

conditions, Resolutions have been passed and passed again. Grading
systems have Leen created omnly to go to gt ¢ * s The is,
“ Someth must be done,” but nothing 8 been done. Allcr{mve
favored orm and yet reforms have not come.

No one familiar with the facts, and finding himself behind suitably
closed doors, has denled the conditions. That these conditions must
be reliuedied before the butter-making business is above criticlsm is
an axiom.

There are cerfain tendencies in the creamery business that are
demoralizing to the last degree. We refer to the willingness of
creameries to accept poor, badly decomposed cream, knowing if they
do not the eream will go to a competitor. The large centralized cream-
eries have been the chief, although not the only, sinners in this respect.
They have invaded the territory of the local ecreameries and foreed them
to let down the bars to all that is bad in cream.

In conclusion the editor says:

Would it not be the wiser part to act on the suggestions of the De-
artment of Agriculture and secure on that will remove all
urther criticism and put the dairy business on a higher plane, at least

as hi§h as has been vouchsafed to the packing business by the Govern-
ment ?

The same journal as late as November 5, 1915, page 458, com-
plaining, says:

Much is sald and but little done about the i rtance of patrons
delivering a better quality of cream to our cmmer;es. Too ma.':jr feel
that if they refuse to accept a,nﬁthln but good cream they will suffer
financially, that competitiors will drive them out of business.

In the American Food Journal, November, 1915, page 5686, it
is said:

There are practically three grades of cream used : First, Sweet cream,
from which ?s manufactured the highest quality of butter, known on
the market as * whole-mllk " butter, which is produced only in the
smaller creameries of the Northern States which draw their supply of
butter fat from within a radins of a few miles.

oo i ol 8 FAir favor atd Which will Tespnd 1o 05
hich is of a avor and which will respond to the use of chem-

‘I“E'nls or what is known as “neutralizer.”” * #* * YWhen th?s cream
-is churned it makes a commercial u?ada of butter of o{msmhly good
gquality, which is in fact the stand creamery butter the country.

Third. Stale cream or cream that foams or t has contracted some
foreign flayvor, such as coal eil, due to age or poor handling, graded

commercially as No. 2.

A. W. McCann, pure-food editor of the New York Globe, in a
series of editorials in that paper and largely quoted in National
Pure Food News, describes conditions as he claims to have
found them on a recent tour of investigation through the cream-
eries and butter factories of several Western States. He says
that in & pasteurizing creamery in Chicago he found men work-
ing over full tubs scraping the surplus off with a stick, squeez-
ing it with bare hands jnto lumps, and flopping it into empty
tubs, and that flops of butter hanging from the tubs were
. picked up from the floor and put back into the tubs, and that

it was called pasteurized butter. He claims that in a pas-
teurizing plant he found processed, renovated, and ladle butter

as No. 1 cream,

being manufactured. In the ripening vat of one plant he says
dirt was scattered over the surfuce of the pasteurized cream. In
another creamery, also pasteurizing, he says he found an open
sewer trap ejecting sewer gas into the plant, and girls working
with their bare hands in the print room, one of them was
coughing, and that there was no medical supervision in the
institution, He claims the same conditions are charaecteristic
of hundreds of Illinois creameries and centralizing plants.

He claims to have visited a Wisconsin creamery and to have
seen a lot of cream received which was so fermented that one
can had blown the top off, notwithstanding the shipper had
taken the precaution to tie the tops down with a tar rope. He
says he saw rotten cream neutralized with whitewash before
churning; that In this dairy, as was the case with hundreds of
others, some of the cream was sour, some stringy, some lumpy,
seme vile smelling, some merely dirty.

Referring to MeCann’s charges, Prof. Farrington, head of
the dairy school of the University of Wisconsin, is quoted in
the Chicago Dairy Produce, November 22, 1915, page 22, as
saying:

I am not going to offer up any excuse for a lot of the bad conditions
that do exist in the Wisconsin creameries, and the same will apply to
the creameries of all other States. There is poor-cream conditions on
many of the farms in Wisconsin ; poor cream taken at a great many
of the ereameries and made into poor butter. I belleve I am safe in
saying that 90 per cent of the creameries of the State do not pasteurize.

In the Chieago Dairy Produce, August 7, 1915, page 22, it is
said:

The introduction of the hand separator opened avenpes for poor
cream way beyond the {meslbility of the old gravity system. For
example, 90 per cent of the hand separators In dairy use throughout
the country receive lmgmper care, and gn many farms the cream is
allowed to accumulate from 3 to 10 days exposed to all sorts of con-
tamination, and without proper methods of cooling before it is haunled
to the creamery. The result is inevitable, a poor grade of butter, for
which 1s received a correspondingly poor price. Last year 63 per cent
of the butter in Minnesota was as seconds and thirds, and but-
ter of these grades is not considered of high enough quality to satisf
the taste of the average consumer. Now, the reason poor cream Is
hauled to a creamery ig not beecause the farmer does not know better,
but he has been used to think that if one man does not take his
inferior produce another would.

Prof. T. L. Haecker, head of the dairy department of the
University of Alinnesota, is quoted in the Rural Weekly, St.
Paul, Minn.,, November 4, 1915, as saying:

The butter produced in St. Paul and Minneapolis is not fit to eat.
It comes from the centralizers of those cities, and these centralizers
are a menace to the dairy indnstr{. Men and women who will
pasteurize skimmed milk for their ho and neglect to pasteurize
milk, butter, and ice cream for their chﬁdren deserve to be classified
with the hogs. If they understood what we who are said to occupy
higher places understand con the dan, of raw dairy products
Congress would pass a law overnlght forbidding the manufacture of
butter except pasteurized butter for interstate commerce, and all the
gﬂk of the country would have to be pasteurized before its consump-

on.

* ¢ % Tyke one centralizer, for instance, in St. Paul. I happen
to know that at this place cream of all ages is used. It oftentimes
takes a long trip, genemu{ in cans not free from germs; then it is
all dumped into one big lot and the butter made from that; such
butter is di and impure. If the cattle from which the eream comes
have tuberculosis, there may be chances of infectlon; but even if it
:tioeg not cause tuberculosis, it certainly can cause intestinal dis-
urbances.

The Butter, Cheese, and Egg Journal of December, 1915, in
speaking of the chemicals used in cream for neufralizing the
acidity, says that they stand with any individual or publication
in the condemnation of that practice, and further:

We take this stand unhesttatlnfly. as we feel sanguine that It has
been the ruination of the qmﬂﬁ of the bulk of American butter, and so
long ag dope will be permitted to be used in cream, so long will the
United” States make a poor quality of butter and so long will the
farmers receive a low price for their eream.

¢ & * T will onelg be a question of time that the deodorizing proc-
esses will be tolerated, and the soonmer the practice is prohibited the
sooner the ereame? business will be placed on a eatisfactory and
rational basis (p. 11).

The protection of those who eat ice
Rochelle (N. Y.) Board of Health. *
ecream be a milk and cream product is just as
medinm for bacteria as milk, and ice cream that

cream is the aim of the New
® * Tt was said that ice
E)pulxr a breeding
made from low-
grade milk or other materials, or which is not kept _&rnperly, is quite
as dangerous for human consumption as low-grade milk.

COLORING MATTER. .

Mr. Chairman, it is my idea that if the creameries of the
country propose to use coloring matter for their butter, then
this fact should be known to the consumer by the proper mark-
ing of the covering containing same. The purchaser should

know that he is using a food product so colored as to make it

attractive or perhaps for the purpose of rendering its impurities
less ascertainable. I earnestly hope I shall see the day when
coloring matter will be eliminated from the manufacture of but-
ter. It is useless, except for looks, and from all the data I
ecan obtain as to the composition of the coloring matter, it is
insanitary and generally unclean and should not be used.
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Those who have a desire to ascertain more as to the ingredi-
ents of this coloring matter need but turn to Wagner’s Chemical
Technology, published in 1887, by D. Appleton & Co., page 523,
or Allen’s Commercial Organic Analysis, volume 5, published by
I'. Blackiston & Co., Philadelphia.

It is not commonly known among consumers that the great
bulk of butter is colored in imitation of the June product. The
butter thus painted sells for considerable over its true value,
while if not colored it would mean a saving of millions of dollars
to the consumers, money which at the present time is being
spent in the innocent support of a fraudulent practice. If but-
ter is to be sold artificially colored, why should it not be made
obligatory to state this fact upon the label?

As Hoard’s Dairyman has well said, milk is so constituted that
the eye can not detect careless handling to which it may have
been subjected and so its quality can not be determined. When
purchasing many other commodities the eye assists the pur-
chaser in selecting the desired grade; hence we see the crying
need of some way to ascertain quality in milk for the information
of the consumer so that he can be sure of getting quality in milk
when quality is sought.

The act of Congress of August 2, 188G, as amended May 9,
1902, defines butter to mean * the food product which is made
exclusively from milk or cream, both with or without common
salt, and with or without additional coloring matter,” and under
this act the Department of Agriculture has ruled that artificial
coloration of butter is not required to appear upon the label.

Does it not seem strange that oleomargarine should be pre-
pared under Government inspection, thus protecting the con-
sumer against unwholesomeness and allowing the producers
whatever commercial advantages there may be in inspection,
while no such benefits are offered in the case of butter? From
the standpoint of the consumer there is just as much need for
inspection of one as of the other—quite apart from any ques-
tion as to the merits of the two products.

I feel that the manufacturer of good butter is just as much
entitled to have the Government, by inspection, give him its
zuaranty as is the manufacturer of oleomargarine or the dealer
in meat products.

The American Food Journal, December, 1915, says:

Oleomargarine is now being manufactured under Federal inspection,
the same as we suggest for butter, and bears on each container the
legend ** Imspected and passed by I)epnrtment of Agriculture, under
the act of Congress of June 30, 1906, Can the ecreamery man afford
to permit the oleomargarine manufacturer to bhave this tremendous
leverage in his favor?

CAUBES DISEASE.

Mr. Chairman, there is, however, another vital point connected

with this investigation which I have inaugurated, and that is
the effect of milk obtained from tubercular cattle upon the con-
sumer.
" Rhocking as are the charges of uncleanness, worse still is
it that these products are among the most active agents in
spreading disease. Tuberculosis is one of the diseases which
may be passed from animal to man. Tubercular bacilli are
frequently found in milk and butier. Hoard’s Dairyman of
December 31, 1915, quoting H. L. Russell, Dean of the Wis-
consin College of Agriculture, says:

There is no use of tnlklng. The fact is that there is an element of
danger In the presence of bacilll in milk. It is, however, now thor-
oughly well recognized that this danger is verﬁ much greater in the
case of infants and young children than with adults.

A conslderable fraction of glandular tuberculosis which develops in
connection with the cervieal gland and Finndular ur%uns associated
with the intestines are produced by the ingestion of tubercular milk
from bovine sources. It is also recognized that the tubercular baeilli
may live in butter, if such product is made from infected milk and
cream.

From the twenty-fifth annual report of the United States
Bureau of Animal Indusiry, page 148, I find that a fair average
of our dairy cows infected with tuberculosis is about 20 per
cent, and that tuberculosis occurs to some extent in about 30
per cent of our dairy herds.

-D. E. Schroeder, in a hearing before the Committee on Agri-
culture in the Sixty-first Congress, said:

The remarkable thing found by Dr. W. H. Park and his as-
sociates was that among a certain number of fatal cases of
tuberculosis among infants 10 per cent is due tor bovine
sources, Among a certain number of children under 5 years of
age, not all of which were fatal, something in the neighborhood
of 26 per cent was due to bovine sources; among children be-
tween 5 years of age and 16 years of age about 16 per cent was
due to this source; and he estimates that 15 per cent of all
American tuberculosis is of bovine origin,

It iz also shown by estimates—

Said Mr. Schroeder—

that G0 per cent of the bacilli in a sample of milk is concentrated in
the cream.

In the twenty-fifth annual report of the Bureau of Animal
Industry, page 152, it is said:
The conclusion is almost forced upon us that a tubercular dairy cow

is, to say the very least, one of the most important sources of tu-
bercular bacilli with which we have to deal,

In an examination made by Park, of the New York City
Board of Health, says Milk Hygiene by Moeller and Eichhorn,
page 106, and so forth, the presence of bovine tuberculosis in
man is as follows: »

In adults 955 cases were examined, of which 940 showed human in-
fection and 15 bovine infection. In children from 5 to 16 years of
age, out of 177 cases examined, 131 were human infection and 46 bovine

infection. Among children under 5 years of age, out of 368 cases, 292
were of human infectlon and 76 of bovine infection.

Furthermore, Park mentions the very suggestive results ob-
tained from nine children under 6 years of age who were fed
exclusively on cows' milk at the Foundling Hospital; five of
these children died of bovine infection and four of human in-
fection. On the other hand, in the Babies’ Hospital, where the
children are nursed or fed on prescription milk, out of 63
children dying of tuberculosis, 59 deaths were brought ubout
by human infection aud 4 by bovine infection.

If we compile the result of these flgures—
Says he—

the following ecovelusion may be scen: That although tubercular eattle
are less dangerous for men than is tuberculosis of man, the dumier
from the enormous spread of the disease in our herds, and especially
among the dairy cows, should'in no way be underestimated. There-
fore the requirement of the elimination from dairy herds of all tu-
berculous animals which pass tubercle bacilli with their milk appears
to follow as a matter of course.

The Forecast, of December, 1915, page 399, says:

The Department of Agricuilture several years ago proved conclusively
that disease germs survive in butter kept in cold storage for five months
and suffered no diminution in virulence in three months,

Other Investigators, working independently in varlousdpal‘ts of the
world, have proved with equial conclusiveness that children are the
chief sufferers from the bovine type of tu osis, which is so preva-
lent in cattle that it is useless to think of its immediate eradication.
The only protection for our children, until this can be accomplished, is
pasteurization.

There is no escape from the conclusion, therefore, that in permitiing
the use of milk or milk products without pasteurization we are re-
sponsible for the slaughter of innocents compared with which that of

erod was a trifle; and man{r of those whom we do not kill we maim
and cripple for life, for the deadly tubercle bacillus attacks the Lones,
jolnts, and glands of the unhappy little ones rather than their lungs.

In an address by Prof. A. W. Rudnick at the Towa Dairy-
men’s convention he is quoted in the Chicago Dairy Produce,
November 2, 1916, as follows:

Tuberculous ecattle are kept on one farm; the milk or eream Iis
brought to the creamery; skim milk or buttermilk is taken home by
other patrons as food for the various animals, thus spreading tuberen-
losls over the entire community. In one community where a study
was made of this prob’em only three herds were found to be free from
tuberculosis.

The by-products are not the only substances that offer means of
spreading disease, The butter itsell may carry disease. We have
known that some investigators found that out of 1,233 sa,mgl;-a of but-
ter examined 163, or 13.2 per cent, were found to contain these organ-
isms.

I have thus endeavored to give quotations and figures from
many people who have made a study of tuberculosis in dairy
cattle—an exhaustive one—but there is far more that I could
use to uphold my position had I sufficient time and space in
which to use it.

REVENUE FRAUDS.

There is another important phase of this subject, however,
about which I will not have much to say, and that is the phase
which covers in dollars and cents the loss to-the Government,
My particular interest in this subject is to protect this extremely
important food product in the interest of the children and adults
of the country; to make it wholesome and pure as well as nu-
tritious; to prevent the spread of tuberculosis and other dis-
eases by impurities and disease germs contained in thé dairy
products of the country and the dairy cattle of the land. While
I merely mention the loss of revenue, it is not one in which I
am very deeply concerned, because when a subject is merely a
question of dollars and cents it can be borne without material
injury to anyone; but when it comes to a question of the health
and happiness of our people, then it is one which strikes at the
very root of the Nation. Suffice it to say, however, that while
these charges of widespread, unclean, and diseased condition
of dairies and dairy products are generally made, there are other
charges against the dairy and butter business as at present con-
ducted in the United States which is likewise of grave concern,

and that is the fact that by reason of noninspection of the

dairies and dairy products of the country by the National Gov-
ernment vast revenue frauds are perpetrated. For example,




1916.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

2303

the annual report of the Secretary of the Treasury for 1915,
page 139, says:

One case was discovered during the current year where the amount
out of which the Government had been defrauded veached a total of
%1,503,208.80, which sum represented the tax on the product manu-
factured for a period of six {mrs‘ These frauds had continued unde-
tected, all of the product in this case having been placed on the market
as butfer without payment of any tax.

This was classed as an oleomargarine fraud, becaunse it was
claimed that under the law all butter into which any foreign
fat is introduced is removed from the classification of butter
to that of oleomargarine.

Butter factories being free from inspection, it is said, are able
to get into their factories oils, artificial colorings, and so forth,
and thereby greatly increase their output which they sell as if it
were butter. It is not claimed, of course, that any large per-
centage commit this fraud, but from articles appearing in the
papers from time to time it would appear that it is not an
uncemmon thing.

TOO MUCH MOISTURE AND SALT.

It is likewisesclaimed that too much moisture is used in the
manufacture of butter and, of course, increases its weight and
is sold at the price of butter when it is merely water. In the
Chicago Dairy Produce, February 1, 1916, its New York staff
correspondent is quoted as saying:

The excess moisture trouble is not a mew one by any means. Last
summer and early this fall, when 10,000 or more tubs of good table
butter was being exported weekly to England, the amount of excess
molsture discovered was not only surprising but appalling, and quite a
number of concrete instances were given these columns.

Exporters were greatly discouraged, as so many of their purl:hasm
had to be turned back after moisture test had been made. For weeks

* and weeks at a stretch all the dairy organs discussed the excess-moisture
gueat!on, during which time a number of creamery men who had been
eavily fined were exposed, but it is the same old story.

In the Chicago Dairy Produce, September 7, 1915, it is said:

Nine arrests were made In Brooklyn. N. Y., Thursday of last week
by Iederal authorities, alleged butter frauds being charged. It is said
that there is a trust back of the alleged violators of the Federal law.
Assistant United States District Attorney Henry Ward Beer, who has
charge of the prosecution, said he is determined to break up the trust.
According to geer. the agents of the alleged trust have driven leﬁltj-
mate dealers of farm products out of business by underselling them
with inferior products.

In the Chieago Dairy Produce, November 16, 1916, page 2, it
is snid:

All over the conntry there is a movement on to demand purltf in
all food products and a demand for State or Government action or laws
to insure purity in all foods. We need to get the idea of and the
necessity for pure dairy products more prominently before our minds.

In a communication sent out last week, said t journal, the Agri-
culture Department is ealling attention to critieism from Great Britain
of cheese recently exported from the United States to that country.
Our cheese makers are acused of making cheese with an abnormally
high-water mark and a consequently poor quality.

In connection with these alleged evils I would ecal’ attention
to the address of B. H. Rawl, chief, Dairy Division, of the
Department of Agriculture, before a meeting of the National
Dairy Council, November 5, 1916, page 31, in which he mentions
the fact that while in 1881 the United States had an export
business of 150,000,000 pounds of cheese a year, it was gradu-
ally reduced until in 1914 it amounted to practically nothing.
While prior to 1881 there was comparatively small importation
in this product, now we are importing something like 50,000,000
to 60,000,000 pounds.

Then there is the charge of too much salt. The New York
correspondent of the Chicago Dairy Produce is quoted, Novem-
ber 2, 1915, page 12, under the heading “Too much salt,” as
follows:

If it is not one thing it is another it seems. For weeks it has been
necessary to discuss the abundance of excess moisture in butter com-
ing to this market, which, by the way, is still coming, but in lesser

amounts, fortunately. Now, it is necessary to compfﬂin about the
butter belng overloaded with salt.

The Chicago Dairy Produce, October 12, 1915, strikes the right
key when it says:

For a considerable time t the question of the unwholesomeness
of butter as it is marketed go—dny and the consequent danger to health
incident to its consumption have been very generally discussed by the
daily press and the creamery-trade papers, creamery men's association
food commissioners, woman's clubs, and medical associations. Tt woul
be quite in keeping with this knowledge and moreover consistent with
sound business rivlnlicy for the American creamery man immediately
upon the assembling of Congress to demand that the Department of

Agriculture take over the supervislon of the manufacture of butter
and cheese and establish a sﬁstem of inspection. Should the con-
« fidence of the American people in dairy products be weakened or
shakened, the consumption of these products would very naturally
suffer a decline. The National Dairy Counecil's decision a few days
ago to € d some $600,000 in promoting a larger consumption of
dairy products will result in a useless waste of money if the adverse
publicity now appearing in the columng of the press is allowed to pro-
ceed ; and sincé there is no good or valid defense against the truthful-
ness of this publicity, we believe that our

ted solution of
difficulty is the only one practical. o for bt

The trend of the times is for bet-

ter food, better health, better living conditions, better physical men
and women, better things to live for. The people have sudidenly come
to a realization of their needs, their ills, umr their rights.

_I do not propose, Mr. Chairman, to take up any more of the
time of the committee at this time. I have alluded to many
things and given data which seems to sustain the reselution
which I have introduced. I believe that we need proper super-
vision and inspection under the Agriculture Department, and
that we would by such action not only vastly Improve the
dairies and dairy produects of the country and remove to u great
extent the cause of so much disease arising from impurities in
this industry, but we would also place the industry itself upon
o high plane, from which it would make wonderful progress,
not alone by the increase of consumption of the products in
this country, but by a much larger export business. In this
view I am sustained by innumerable resolutions and letters from
organizations of all kinds and men and women occupying impor-
tant positions of trust. The whole sentiment and demand is for
action not words. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. " The time of the gentleman from Mary-
land has expired. :

Mr, LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I ask permission to revise
and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman’s
request ?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from
Washington use some of his time?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
gentleman [Mr. TownNER].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentieman from Iowa [Mr. TowsER]
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Chairman, I am glad so many yesterday
expressed their objection to the consideration of this bill at this
time. I voted against considering it yesterday, and I sha!l vote
against its passage, Neither the immigration bill nor the rivers
and harbors bill are necessary for consideration at this time.
There is a necessary program of legislation which consists of
three classes—national defense, appropriations, and revenue
bills. All other bills, while important, should be deferred until
this necessary and imperative legislation has been secured.
The House can not justify itself in taking up other bills until
this necessary legislation is passed. To take up a week’s time
as we did in considering the immigration bill, while bills of the
necessary character referred to were deferred, was unwise. To
take up a week’s more time now with the consideration of this
bill is wholly unjustifiabie. If bills belonging to the necessary
program were not ready, there might be some excuse for taking
up other matters.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a brief question only?

Mr. TOWNER. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is not the river and harbor bill a regular
appropriation bill?

Mr. TOWNER. Yes; but not a necessary one. There have
been many times, many years, when no river and harbor bill
was passed. My point is this, T will say to the genfleman:
That while this may be an important bill, it is not a necessary
bill for consideration, especially ahead of and displacing the
bills that should be immediately considered. )

Mr. SPARKMAN. In those years when no river and harbor
bills were passed by Congress provision was made for works in
progress by anterior bills; bills that had passed theretofore.
Ocecasionally three years passed without a river and harboer bill,
but appropriations were arranged for three years ahead.

Mr. TOWNER. But that does not change the fact that now
there is no necessity for passing a river and harbor bill, but
there is an absolute and imperative necessity that we should
now pass these national-defense bills and appropriation bills
and revenue bills.

It was possible immediately following the passage of the
military bill to have at once entered upon the consideration of
bills necessary to be passed, amd to have continued their con-
sideration until the necessary legislation was passed. The
Agrieultural appropriation bill has been ready for considera-
tion since March 4. It must be considered and passed.

The Diplomatic and Consular bill has been on the calendar
since March 17. It is necessary.

The Senate has sent us a bill doubling the number of cadets
at West Point.

It has also sent us a bill authorizing the construction or pur-
chase of an armor-plate plant.

I am informed that the fortifications bill is ready to be re-
ported.

I yield 10 minutes to the
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These are national-defense bills, and no other matters shounld
be allowed to precede them.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOWNER. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman does not object
to continuing work already in progress, where large amounts
of Government money are at stnke?

Mr. TOWNER. I do not object to the consideration of such
projects, but I think that now we ought to make these other ques-
tions to which I have referred primary and bills such as this
secondary. ¥

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. If a dam has been partially
constructed in the middle of a river, and the failure of this bill
will mean the cessation of work upon that dam, and great waste
will result, does not the gentleman think that such a condition
would put this bill in the category of necessary bills? I will say
to the gentleman that that condition does prevail in many parts
of the country.

Mr. TOWNER.
I appreciate it.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. It is not a personal interest.-

Mr. TOWNER. I know it is not a personal interest, and this
is a great question ; but my proposition is that we ought not now
to displace these necessary matters of national defense and
appropriations and revenue for this bill, which is not necessary
at this time.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania,
more question?

AMr, TOWNER. I have such a small amount of time——

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I beg the gentlemans pardon.
I will not trespass upon it.

Mr. TOWNER. I am aware there has been much unwarranted
criticism of Congress for its inactivity. Congress has met
promptly and fully every demand made upon it by the Executive
for provision for national defense. It will continue to do so.
But there is a measure of responsibility which is our own, and
that consists in disposing of our necessary duties before we take
up unnecessary ones. While the press of the country is holding
Congress responsible for delays in legislation, which is not justly
ours, we should be very careful that we promptly and fully per-
form those duties which are justly ours. We can not justify
ourselves before the country for thrusting aside national de-
fense measures to consider what the country believes to be a
“ pork-barrel ” bill.

It has been stated in the press and elsewhere that these un-
necessary bills are pressed now because it is believed they will
not be considered at all this session unless they are forced in
ahead of necessary legislation; that Congress will be likely to
adjourn at once on having completed such necessary program.
I hope no one has been authorized to make such statement. It
is utterly indefensible and disereditable. To so act would merit
all the condemnation we have received and more.

1 sincerely hope no other unnecessary bills will be thrust in
to delay consideration of the program of necessary legislation.
I believe it to be the duty of every patriotic member of the
House, no matter how it may affect bills in which his constitu-
ents may be particularly interested, to vote against the consid-
eration of every bill which is not a part of the imperative legis-
lation until that program is completed. [Applause.]

Mr, BENNET. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that
there is no quorum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York makes the
point of order that there is no quorum present, The Chair will
count. [After counting.] Fifty-eight Members are present—not
a quorum. The Clerk will call the roll.

The Clerk proceeded to eall the roll, when the following Mem-
bers failed to answer to their names:

I am aware of the gentleman's interest, and

Will the gentleman permit one

Anthony Copiey Focht Howard
Austin Crago Gallagher Hutchinson
Bacharach Crosser Gallivan Igoe
Balley Dale, N. Y Gard Johnson, Wash,
Barchfeld Dale, Vt Gardner Jones
Beales Dallinger Garrett Kahn
Browne ITOW Glass Kearns
Browning Davis, Minn, Godwin, N. C Keister
Bruckner Dent Graham Kennedy, Towa
Burnett Dewalt Gray, N. J Kennedy, R, 1,
Caldwell Dooling Greene, Vt. Kiess, Pa.
Cantrill Doremus Griest Kreider

rew Drukker amill Lafean
Carlin Dyer Hastings Lehlbach
Carter, Mass. Ed 1 Haugen Lewis
Cary Edwards ay Liebel
Casey Emerson eaton Lindbergh
Chandler, N. Y. Estopinal enry Littlepage
Clark,Fila. Falrchild Hill Loft
Coady Farley Hilliard Loud
Coleman Fess Hood MeArthur
Colller Finley Houston McCracken

McCulloch Oakey Rabath Sutherland
McKenzie Oldfield Scott, Pa. Sw

Maher Olney Scully Talbott
Meeker Patten Shackleford Tinkham
Mooney Peters Shouse Vare
Moores, Ind. Pou Siegel Venable
Morin Price Slayden Walker
Morrison Ragsrdale Slomﬂ Ward
Moss, W. Va. Reilly Smith, N. Y. Watkins
Mudd Riordan Snyder Watson, Pa.
Neely Roberts, Mass, Stedman Willlams, W. E.
Nelson Roberts, Nev. Steele, Pa. Wilson, I
Nichols, Mich. Rodenberg Stephens, Cal. Wingo
North Rowe Stiness Young, Tex.
Norton Rowland Sumners :

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. SaerLEY, Chalrman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee having had under consideration the river and harbor
bill, H. R. 12193, and finding itself without a quorum, he caused
the roll to be called, whereupon 286 Members, a quorum, an-
swered to their names, and he reported the names of the ab-
sentees to be printed in the Journal and Reconp.

The SPEAKER. Two hundred and eightygfive Members, a
quorum, have answered to their names, and the committee will
resume its sitting.

Accordingly the House again resolved itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the river and harbor bill, H, R, 12193,
with Mr, SHERLEY in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington [Mr,
HusmpHREY] has 51 minutes. ’

Mr, HUMPHREY of Washington. Mur. Chairman, a few (days
ago my distinguished friend from North Carolina [Mr.
Krrcain], the majority leader, made one of his brilliant and
characteristic speeches upon the floor of the House, I refer to
the gentleman as my friend because he is my friend, and there
is no man in this House on either side for whom I have a more
genuine affection than I have for the gentleman from North
Carolina, and I have been greatly pleased to see him receive
deserved honor at the hands of his party.

In making that speech the other day the distinguished gentle-
man did me the honor of devoting a portion of it in reply to
what I had formerly said upon the floor of the House. As I
recall, the speech to which he referred and which he was answer-
ing, was delivered about two years ago. I think that a Demo-
cratic leader who can keep within two years of current events
is to be congratulated, and I hope that in two years from now
the distinguished gentleman may reply to what I say to-day.

Now, among other things that he read were a number of clip-
pings from certain papers in the West. He also referred to a
certain letter—I do not remember that he gave the name of the
writer—but it was some one of my constituents, in which he
said that the conditions in the State of Washington were all

right. Sometimes a little incident throws a great light on a big
question. As I was saying, I do not recollect that the distin-

guished gentleman from North Carolina gave the name of the
writer of the letter who said that things were all right in the
State of Washington under this administration, but I think, if I
remember correctly, the headline was Steilacoom. I will not
say that Steilacoom is the headquarters of the Democratic
Party in my State, but that is where the insane asylum is
loeated. [Laughter.]

I have some clippings myself here to-day that I would like to
read that were called forth by the statement of my distin-
guished friend from North Carolina that conditions were in
good shape in the State of Washington. T will read, first, one
written by a member of the legislature from Danville, Wash.,
in which he says:

Hon. W. E. HUMPHREY,
Washington, D. C.

My Dearn Mr. HuMPHREY : The inclosed clipping from yesterday's
pokesman-Review indicates that with our Democratic friends pros-
erity, like business depressios:, may be largely psychological. If your
istrict Is “ enjoying exceptional prosperity because of the Democratle

national administration,” then I think I shall move over on the Sound;
but maybe at that I would have to become a Democrat in order to
# function on that particular plane,”” Mr. KircHIN certainly has a
large imagination and a convenient memory. [e knows how to sugar-
coat his * Views with alarm the robber tariff."”

Now I will read an extract from another letter. This is from

Issaquah, written by Mr. Sylvester, a justice of the peace:
Issaquam, WasH., March 21, 1915, _
My Dear Mr. HoMrarey @ I have been wanting for some time to write
and tell you how heartily I am In sympathy with all of your ntterances,
and I back you up thoroughlg. I haven't a single favor of any kind to
ask. I just want to let you know that I am with you.
Referring to the inclosed clipping, you can tell the honorable gentle-
man. that when he says that this section is enjoylng exco{ptlonu pros-
perity that he is as far from the truth as heaven is from hell. I

DAXVILLE, WaAsH., March 18, 1916,
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haven't been away anywhers: have been right here for the past 20
vears, and I know that the Democratic administration has just about
ruined us. I am over 63, had Erﬂclimlly retired on a nice little com-
petence, but the taking the tariff off from shingles has changed income
to an expense and bids fair to take every cent I have and leave me
dependent on my daily labor in my old age. As I said, I have been
here and 1 know.
Yours, very sincerely, W. W. SYLVESTER. ,
Now, then, I have another letter here which is written to
a distinguished Member of this House, and I have been fur-
nished with a copy of it, but, being a modest man, I will ask
the Clerkk to read it, and I hope he will read it slo\\'l_y, with
emphasis, so that my distinguished friend from North Carolina
can get the full import of it
The Clerk read as fellows:
. SEATTLE, Wasit., March 17, 1916.
lion. CravpE KITCHIN,
House of Representalives, Washington, D. C.

My Desr Me Kitcmix: I read the press reports of your speech in
the House yesterday criticizing our Congressman HuMpneey, and am
prompted to write you because of the many delightful chats I had with
you at the Hotel Driscoll a couple of winters some years ago.

Let me state that I voted for President Wilson and during that cam-
paign served on the committee of the Democratic candidate against
Congressman ITuvMpHeEY. While Mr. HuMPHREY is really my personal
friend, and I admire him for his many brilliant qualities and, above all,
for his steadfast and consistent attitude on public questions, yet we are
so far apart on some vital matters that I was especially interested in
his defeat four years ago. We falled in the attempt, but succeeded in
electing a Democratic governor, and came very near capturing the elec-
toral vote for Mr. Wilson,

Sinee then I am sorry to state that we have had the most distressing
period financially that I have ever known in Seattle or on the Pacific
coast. I am sorry that, ag one who voted for President Wilson, I must
confess that Congressman HuMpHREY has not exaggerated the situation
here in his speeches I have read, and 1 think I have read all of them.
Times have been very bad on the Pacific coast during the past two
years especially, Now, 1 do not blame all of this on the administration
at Washington, but it is chiefly responsible. We are delighted with the
improvement in the Interior Department under Secretary Lane, and I
want to extend credit where it is so justly due, but 1 doubt if even
that will justify me in again veting for President Wilson, while a
majority of the committee who conducted the campaign against Mr.
HuMpHREY four years ago, including myself, now say they will vote for
his eleetion to the Senate.

Yours, very truly,
MavnicE D, LEEHEY.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Now, Mr. Chairman, I
have other clippings that I am not going to take the time to
read. One of them I will refer to. It shows that ‘the in-
crease of the imports from British Columbia to the State
of Washington during the last year increased 83 per cent.
The imports that emme into the State of Washington last
year from British Columbia was of the value of $31,847,000,
practically double what it was the year before and three or
four times what it was during the last year of Republican
administration. These Imports represent largely lumber and
shingles. This $31,847,000 represents that much work taken
away from the workmen in my State and given to the work-
men in British Columbia. As the workmen in my State look
at the trainloads of shingles coming in from British Colum-
bia while a large portion of our own mills are c¢losed and many
men idle, seeing more than a million dollars a month taken
away from him in wages and given to the Chinese, Hindus, and
Japanese in British Columbia, can you wonder that they are not
worshipers of this Democratic administration.

The Democratic Party not only took off the duty on shingles
and lumber but also on lime, and you also took it off of fish. Ten
thousand men engaged in fishing in the State of Washington are
directly affected by having their wages reduced. Not only that,
you took the duty off from eggs, and I would like the distin-
cuished gentleman from North Carolina to go with me some day
down on the wharf and see the loads of Chinese eggs coming
into this country. I kunow that then he would realize that the
poultry raisers of my State ought to be grateful to the Demo-
cratie Party.

You also took the duty off from fruit, and the fruit growers
of my State ought to be grateful to the Democratic Party. To-
day the Royal Ann cherry can be sent from Italy as far west
as Indianapolis and Cincinnati at a less price than we can send
them from Washington, owing to the cheap labor in Italy, so the
;'ruit growers of the West are very grateful to the Democratic

arty.

Mr. GORDON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Well, T do not know that
I would feel that my speech was complete without one inter-
ruption frown the gentleman from Ohio. [Laughter.]

Ar. GORDON.
put on a taviff so high that it would enable them to grow tropi-
cal fruits in Washington?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I want the tariff so high
that the American citizens in my country will not have to com-
pete with the Chinese in British Columbia or the cheap labor of
Italy, and that is what the Democratic Party made us do.

Mr. GORDON. Will the gentleman yield further?

Does the gentleman think that we ought to,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; I will not yield to the
gentleman further; he has embalmed in my remarks one ques-
tion, and that is quite enouzh,

Mr. LONGWORTH. Were not the Chinese eggs the gentle-
man alludes to embalmed?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes; being somewhat bad
they stand as a good illustration of the Democratic Party. Now,
another reason why we are greatly enamored with this Demo-
ceratic administration outside of the tariff question. They prom-
ised us a free canal for American ships in the coastwise trade.
Then the President came before the House and asked you gentle-
men on that side to change that law, to show your * generosity,”
and to do it without asking whether you were “ right or wrong,”
and 50 Democrats changed their position and did it. There were
some honorable exceptions.

Mr. FITZGERALD. How many Republicans on that side
changed?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Because the Democrats
made an error is no justification for Republicans.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; I will not.

Mr. FITZGERALD. For one little question?

A Mewuser. Just a little one? [Laughter.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Oh, if it is going to cause
so much hilarity on this side of the House I will yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. FITZGERALD. No; I will not put the question. It
would improve the gentleman's speech too much and give it
tone, and I will not contribute to it. [Laughter.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Perhaps everyone would
not place so high an estimate on the gentleman’s remarks as he
does or as I do. Mr. Chairman, in regard to the Panama Canal,
we had expended something like $10,000,000 at the port of
Seattle in preparation for the opening of that canal, based on
Democratic promises; and the Democratic Party, in the face of
its promises in its platform, repealed thaf law. By that act
the freight upon every thousand feet of lumber that crosses this
continent or that goes through Panama Canal was increased
a dollar and a half. It increased the freight rate upon every
bushel of wheat 5 cents and the freight rate upon every car
that crosses this continent $60. Yet they expect us out in the
State of Washington to be enamored of this Democratic ad-
ministration.

I want to ask you gentlemen on that side what a Democratic
promise is going to be worth in the platform that you are going
to write at the coming convention at St. Louis? Who will be-
lieve it or place any credence in what you may say in your
platform, in view of the repudiation of the Panama Canal and
practically every other plank in your last platform? After you
got through with the Panama Canal you passed the seamen’s
law. Oh, you stood up here, some of you, and you sobbed and
sniffled about the American sailor and said that we must enact
this seamen’s law in order to protect the American sailor and
free him from slavery. You were repeatedly told on the floor
of the House that if yon did pass the seamen’s bill every
American ship would be driven from the Pacific Ocean, and
that is what has happened.

The other day they had examinations ci. in the Puget
Sound district under this new seamen's law to see who were
qualified under that act. They examined at the city of Seattle
891 applicants, and out of that number 9 were American citi-
zens. Yet, in order to do something for these men who do
not think enough of the country that feeds them and gives tlem
employment to take out their naturalization papers and become
American citizens, you passed the seamen’s law and drove
every vessel from the Pacific Ocean that flies the American
flzg, and you are rapidly driving every foreign line from Seattle
over to Vancouver, British Columbia. That is another reason
why we are not greatly enamored of the Democratic Party out
in my State. You propose now to follow the seamen’'s law by
passing a half-baked socialistic proposition that you call your
Government shipping bill, and take away from the Pacific coast

| all hope for an indefinite period of ever having an American

merchant marine.

My good friend from North Carolina [Mr. KitcHiN] says
that we are having great prosperity out in the State of Wash-
ington under this Demoeratic adminstration. If so, we are
ungrateful; we do not appreciate it. Let me. make him a
propheey here to-day. When we think of the tariff law and the
seamen’s act and the Panama Canal act—and the people out
there have not forgotten—in next November when we -have an
opportunity to express our opinion of this Democratic adminis-
tration at the polls, remember this prophecy: The State of
Washington will give a Republican majority of not less than
75,000. [Applause on the Republican side.]
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There is one other matter to which I desire to eall attention
for a few moments in regard fo the policy of this Demoeratic
administration. I want to read from a dispatch from Tacoma,
Wash,, under date of March 1:

. Tacoma, WasH, March 1

ti ) nnouncem !
rrea‘uythea ouncement thatthemu'nctm“p]‘;:ﬂin'tht:

niefammisdm with 1,500,000 feet of Iumber

H. A, Denltra. ttle lumber broker, who is interested in a Bri Co-

lumbia , and by the fact that Mr. Dent's bid was £2.000 less than
Sound mills, Northwest lum-

the bids in by any of the la Puge
bermen .}'th oy the mttergretrmtnll :nﬁ‘les at the meeting. of
the West Coast Lumbermen’s Association, being held here.

Local manufacturers say that the awarding of the contract to a
Capadian firm will put the Government in a false position. %

The announcement of the result of the ing of the bids eame like
a_ bombshell to the Sound mills, who anticipated securing the order.
Mr. Dent's bid was §$30,794.21 for the entire order, while the large mills
bid all the way from $32,000 to $35,000.

The big mills there referred to are the mills on Puget Sound.
I do not know whether that deal has been consummated or not,
but that is in line with Democratic administration. You take
Government money and expend it in Alaska for an Alaskan
railway——

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No.

Mr. GORDON. I would like to ask the gentleman——

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Oh, if I were to yield
‘every time the gentleman wanted to ask me something I would
not occupy any of my own time. I do not know what has been
done in referenee to that particular matter, but I do know that
it is in line with the general Democratie policy. They propose
to take Government money and expend it in Alaska, build the
Government railroad, and then go over into British Columbia
and buy their material instead of buying it in America. Of
course the $2000 of difference will be saved to .the Gov-
ernment, it is troe, but that means that $31,000 are taken
from this country and given to British Columbia, and what is
still more, of that more than 90 per cent represents wages,
and those wages are taken from the men who work in the mills
on Puget Sound in-the United States and are given to those
across the line who work in foreign mills.

The other day we had the sugar tariff under consideration,
and during that debate the argument was made, as it has been
from the beginning, that it is necessary to have this tariff on
sugar because of the reduction in the revenues at the custom-
house.

FREE TRADE AXD NOT THE WAR IN EUROPE IS RESPOXSIBLE FOR THE PRES-
EXT DIRECT TAX LEVIED UPOX THE FPEOPLE.

The echo of the first gun in the great European tragedy had
hardly reached our shores until the President rushed before Con-
gress and declared that the customs revenues had been so re-
duced on account of the war that a direct tax must be placed
upon the American people to raise money to meet the expenses
of government. The appearance of the President, asking that
this be done, was so prompt that it demonstrated that the ques-
tion of revenue was troubling the administration before anyone
ever suspected that we would have war in Europe. Ten months
had demonstrated conclusively the dismal failure of the Under-
wood law as a revenue producer and its unexampled success as a
poverty producer.

The Democratic Party was delighted to find an excuse to levy
taxes. They proceeded to do it in such haste as to suggest the
thought that they were not going to take any chances on the war
ending before they gof such a law on the statute books. They
passed a direct-tax law, the first one in time of peace in the his-
tory of the Nation, and then loudly proclaimed it a * war tax,”
although it was a time of profound peace. Ever since they have
been beasting of the fact that this administration has kept us
out of the war. The present direct tax was solely the result of
the war waged by the Democratic Party on American industry.

Ever since the day that the President appeared before Con-
gress and asked this legislation administration officials have
kept up the ery that the war in Europe has reduced imports and
caused the decrease in the customs revenues. Before this ad-
ministration went into power I prophesied that before it ended it
would levy a direct tax or issue bonds, or do both, to meet the
ordinary expenses of government. They have levied the tax,
and I still predict that they will issue bonds before they go out
of power, as they certainly will on the 4th of March, 1917. I
read from one of the campaign documents sent out every few
days by the Department of Commerce, for which a part of the
direct tax levied upon the people is used to pay:

Decreased customs revenues in the fiscal year 1915 clearly reflect the
igfluence of war, which operated to cut off imports generally.

How much truth is there in that statement and in all state-
ments of a similar character that the war in Europe has reduced

imports and thereby the customs revenue? The distinguished

leader of the majority, Mr. KircH1N, said that the only fair way

Avrin 1,

to judge the present tariff law was by its workings and results
before the war. I agree with him entirely. In that statement
he is absolutely fair and just. Let us see how the figures corre-
spond with the statement that I have just referred to issued by
the Department of Commerce. I eall your attention to this table
of figures:

Ingorts og u:e(rﬁhadm by months during the first 10 months of the

) tariff law preceding the E
during the 10 months Lrs«d!lnnr the enactment oruﬁ':cﬂt?nm:g
law, or the last 10 months of the Payne (Republican) tariff law ; also

the revenue collected thereon

October, 1013, to July, 1914, Underwood | December, 1912, to September, 1913
W before European War. Payne law, last mpmmm
Imports. Imports.
Value. Revenue. Value. Revenue.
949,302 | 530,138,049 December....| 3154
b o 5, 44 161
236,536 | 21,173, 627 e R
025,575 | 21,510,139
163,083,433 | 29,334,124
4, 149,913,018 | 27,805, 116
742,023 | 23, 508,070 445,498 | 27,457, 48)
044,776 | 17,600,603 146,194,461 | 23] 603,067
535,304 | 25,027,212 133,723,713 | 20,434, 74)
762,114 | 29, 232] 766 131,245,877 | 23, 608, 50)
281,515 | 20,800,573 139,061, 770 | 27,806,655
e 520,450 | 23,553, 447 | 651, 30,934, 952
677,200 | 22988 465 171,084,843 | 26,794, 401
Total. . ..[1,605,804, 786 | 225, 861, 960 Total. ....[1,481, 480, 515 | 261,918,303

Gain in imports, $124,324,271; loss in revenne, $33,056,345.

Says the majority leader, the Underwood law should be
Jjudged by its results before the war, and there it is.

During the 10 months period under the Underwood law be-
fore the war the foreigner invaded our markets in a greater
degree than ever before in the Nation’s history, as these figures
fully demonstrate. During that time we bought from the
foreigner $1,005,804,786 worth of products. This was $124-
324,271 more than we had bought during the last 10 months of
the Payne law. And yet the Government lost in revenue during
the 10 months under the Underwood law, compared with the
10 months under the Payne law, £33,056,346 in revenue. This
vast loss must be made up by direct taxes on the people.

This free-trade law not only took the markets of the Ameri-
can producer and the work of the American laborer from them
and gave them to the foreigner, but it actually makes the
American producer and the American workingman pay for the
privilege of having the foreigner compete with them. This is
what the President probably had in mind when he talked about
shm;genjng our wits in a contest with the other nations of the
world.

Will some one who contends that the present loss of revenue
is due to the war in Europe please explain how it was that we
lost over $33,000,000 during the first 10 months of the Under-
wood law—over $3,000,000 per month—before the war in Europe
began. As you look at these figures showing conditions before
anyone anticipated war, you can easily understand the feverish
haste, when war did come, of the Democratic Party to enact
a direet tax giving this as an excuse.

But while the foreigner was selling us more than ever before
under this new Democratic tariff law, were we selling Iffm
more than ever before? Not so. This free-trade law benefits
only the foreigner but never the American. During the 10
months’ period of the Underwood law before the war in Europe
began, we lost in our foreign trade at the rate of more than a
million dollars a day. While the foreigner sold us $124,324,000
more during that period than during the last 10 months of the
Payne law, we sold the foreigner $350,000,000 less than we did
during the last 10 months under the Republican law. Or,
during the first 10 months of the Underwood law, before the
%r in Europe, we lost and the foreigner gained over $475,-

During the month of December, 1913, the second full month
of the present law, the first month when its full effect was really
felt, we lost In our foreign trade, as compared with the cor-
responding month of December, 1912, $46,000,000. The last
month before the war in Europe—July, 1914—we lost in our
foreign trade, as compared with July, 1913, $27,457,000. Were
these vast losses, inenrred months before the war in Europe,
due to that tremendous tragedy ?

Capada is our greatest and best customer. During the first
10 months of the present free-trade law, before the war in
Europe, the amount we sold to Canada, as compared with the
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last 10 months under the Republican law, decreased 15 per cent.
The amount Canada sold to us increased 35 per cent. Or, abene-
fit to the foreigner in that vast volume of trade of 50 per cent in
10 months, and this 10 months was before there was any war
in Europe.

During the first 10 months the Underwood law was upon our
sintute books, the 10 menths before the war, the 10 months
which the leader of the majority says is the fair and just period
by which it should be judged, there were more imports brought
into this country than during any other 10 months' period in
our history. We lost more of our foreign trade at that time than
in any other 10 months’ period in our history. During those 10
months there were more business failures in the United States
than during any other 10 months in our history. During those
10 months there was a greater decrease in the bank clearances
in this country than in any other 10 months’ period in our history.
During those 10 months there were more mills and faetories
closed than in any other 10 months in our history. During
those 10 months there were more idle cars on the sidetracks of
our railroads than during any other 10 months in our history.
During those 10 months there were more men and women
thrown out of employment than during any other 10 months in
our history. During those 10 months there were more unem-
ployed being fed by charity than during any other 10 months
in our history. [Applause on Republican side.] Certainly I
agree with the distinguished leader of the majority that the 10
months before the war in Europe is the period that really
demonstrates what the Underwood tariff will do in normal
times and is the period by which it can be justly judged.

But did these falling revenues and rapidly emptying Treasury,
all this poverty and want mean anything to the Democratic
Party? Instead of practicing economy and trying fo decrense
the burdens that the people have to earry, they created more
high-salaried, useless offices and filled them with deserving
Democerats than ever was donz before. As the distinguished
Chairman of the Appropriations Committee, Mr. FITzGERALD,
snid, during this period the Democratic Congress was the most
extravagant that ever met in the Capitol.

No one can look upen these figures and the record of this
Democratic administration and not fail to realize the truth. It
was not the war in Europe but Democratic incompetency and
extravagance that emptied the National Treasury and made
necessary a direct tax upon the people. Yes; the present tariff
law should be judged by its effect before the war in Europe, and
upon that record the American people have already set their
seal of disapproval.

But what about the oft-repeated statement that since the war
deereasing imports are responsible for the decreasing revenues?
As the fairest comparison that can probably be made, let us
take the last nine months of 1915, the latest figures available,
and compare them with the last nine corresponding months of
the last RRepublican tariff. I ask your attention to these oflicial
figures and you will see demonstrated the utter falseness of this
statement. To bring out the condition more fully, I have com-
pared in this table this period by separate months.

Nine months of Payne Faw, 1912-13, compared wim corresponding nine
5 7

months of Underwood law, 19
Imporks Revenus. ‘g“p‘;‘rg‘- nla‘\?esiitll::
April, 1013, .| $148,194,461 | 23,603,067 Ly
Lt R e
ay e ] :

M i | watgf S| oo
unie, 1913. v 245, rqTal g
e e W Sl Bl
Tty A 4 S e e L 061, 771 s 3 .
Tuly, 1015.... . 143, g;: g; ;3:'51335:542 4,182,957 | 12,821,013
Augusl: 1. 1 : 4,952 S
August, 1915..... 141,801,202 | 15,780,540 |[ %152,00) | 15,154,301
Eeptember, 1013 171,084,483 | . 26, 704, 494 v 19,848, 457 | 12,879,801
et g Lee o
Octo 7 , 216, 821
chwl;;m _____ {:!,‘;’ (‘,:“,f'@ 17,300, 53 }1 28,815,257 | 12,900,994
ovem 1612 , U4, , 666, 353
November, 1915 155,496,675 | 16,393,353 } 2,401,777 | 9,223,060
December, 1912, 154,005,441 | 24,248 161 5,211 | 7,877,622
December, 1915.. 171,841,635 | 16,370,539 } st 534008

Bataldltah) Rodr =l LT Rl S St 29,212,138 | 86,646,625

1 Decrease,
Total imports.

1912-13, nine months' period 1, 344, 140, 185

1913, nine months' period- 1, 873, 352, 321

Total revenue.

1912-13, nive months’ period_. 233, 404, 704
1915, nine months® period 14G, 707, 801
Rate of duty under ’ayne I8Weeeeeeemeea-! per cent_. 17. 86

Rate of duty under Underwood law______ per cent_ . 10,60 .
Amount of duty that would have been receivcd under

Faynesrate o oo ir ooy cp sl i S Soaitt $238, 413, 962
Loss by Underwood rate as compared with Payne rate_ $91, (G50, 161

Let us look at April, 1913. Gain in imports, $14,000,000; loss
in revenues, $7,000,000. In June, gain in imports, $26,000,000;
loss in revenues, $5,000,000. September and October are the
only two months in which there was a decrease in imports, and
in December there was a gain of $17,000,000 in imports and a
loss of $7,000,000 in revenue. So, taking the total of those nine
months we have a gain of $29,000,000 in imports and a loss of
$86,600,000 in revenues. [Applause on Republican side.] Now,
how can you say that it is the loss in imports that has caused
the decrease in revenue?

Mr. KITCHIN. Will the gentleman yield for an interrup-
tion?
Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Certainly,

Mr. KITCHIN. Why does not the gentleman take the whole
year 1915 and show the imports for the entire year instead of
taking nine months and compare with the imports of 1913? If
you take the year instead of taking the nine months the gentle-
man will have over $10,000,000 less imports in 1915 than in
1913. And does not the gentleman know that there was an in-
crease of $82,000,000 in the imports of 1915 of articles which
were on the free list under the Dingley Act, on the free list
under the Payne Aet, and which were retained on the free list
under the Underwood Act? The gentleman did not know about
that, [Applause on Demoeratic side.)

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes; I knew about that;
but I do not know that I know what the gentleman thinks he
knows. -

Mr. KITCHIN. I will say
stated are exactly the facts

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The gentleman thinks he
knows; but the facts will show differently. I put these figures
against the gentleman’s statement.

Mr. KITCHIN. I will suggest to the gentleman why he took
them. It is because in taking those months instead of the whole
year you had an excess of imports of 1915 over 1913, lLet me
tell the gentleman, I can take three months of 1913 and compare
with same three months of 1915 and make $76,000,000 excess
of imports over the imports in 1915; but that would not e right
and fair. The gentleman ought to take the whole year, aml then
he will have over $10,000,000 exeess of imports of 1913 over 1915.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I will satisfy the gentle-
man in a moment with some other figures of some other months
that I think will please the gentleman more than the ones I have
used. I have not had time to put them on the chart yet. The
gentleman can explain to the House two years from now when
he replies to this speecly, if he takes as long to reply to this one
as he did to the one he replied to a few days ago.

If you had put the Payne rate upon the statute books instead
of the rate you have under the Underwood law upon these im-
ports for the last nine months, 1915, you would have had in the
Treasury £01,656,000 more than you have now. [Applause on
the Republican side.] Now, the distinguished gentleman [Mr.
Krrcain] seems to think I have selected those months because it
made out a good case. On yesterday I got the figures for the
last two months, just past, January and February of this year,
and I hope the distinguished gentleman will listen to these
figures—and I compare January and February of 1913, under
the Republican law, with them. The imports for January,
1913, were $163,000,000, giving round numbers; for January,
1916, they were $184,000,000, a gain of imports of $21,000,000, a
l(i]fls ]in revenue of $13,790,000. [Applause on the Republican
side.

But if that astonishes the gentleman, I want to call his atten-
tion to the last month just past, the month of February, and
I want the House to listen to these fizures. For February, 1913,
our imports were $149,013,918, under a Republican tariff hw.
For February, 1916, under the Democratic tariff law, when you
on that side were here before the House and asking to place a
tariff upon sugar because imports were decreasing, the imports
for February, 1016, were $193,935,117—the largest imports in
any month in all the history of this Nation. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. Would the gentleman mind giving us the
exports during those months, too, showing what the balance of
trade is in our favor?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. That does not look very
much like a balance of trade in your favor.

Mr. KITCHIN. Give the exports, and see how much they are.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I know that you gentle-
men over there need information. If you give me the time I
will furnish you the figures. I confess that the only way you

fo the gentleman that what I
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will get the facts will be for me to furnish them, judging from
' the speech the gentleman from North Carolina made. He has not
put it in the Recorp yet. It has been held out so long—I may
have forgotten part of it, I am not criticizing him for holding it
out—but if I misrepresent anything that Le said in that speech I
am certain it will be decidedly to his advantage.

The gain of imports in the month of February, 1916, was
$44,000,000, as eompared with the month of February, 1913.
The loss of revenue for February, 1916, as compared with Feb-
ruary, 1913, was $8,365,681. Here are the figures for these two
months arranged as I have the others I have quoted :

impors | Bevoass, | Ganin | e

January, 1013 ..._........| £163,003,433 | £29,334,124
January, 1916 184,192,000 | 15,544, 000 |f $21, 128,562 | 413, 790, 124
February, 1915, , 19,013013 | 27,605,118 | 44 om1 10 ,365, 38
February, 1016, - 108085117 | 19,230,535 [f “402L 365, 58,

Now, these figures make it perfectly plain what is the matter
with our revenue. It is not the war in Europe. It is the free-
trade tariif law upon our statute books that is reducing our
revenue. [Applause on the Republican side.] If you had had
the snine rates under the Underwood law that you had under
the Payne law during the last 11 months, this Government
would have received into the Treasury $105,000,000 more than it
did receive. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. MILLER of Pennsylvania. And you would not have
needed the war tax.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; especially if our
Demoeratie friends had not been quite so extravagant with their
appropriations.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Washington
yield to the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No. I would yield to the
gentleman, but I do not want to get into the Democratic habit
of changing my mind every few minutes. [Launghter.]

But, say our Democratic friends, while you are speaking of
our imports, look at the vast increase in exports. But exports
have nothing whatever to do with bringing in revenue, and I am
now speaking of the causes for a depleted Treasury.

In the munitions of war there has been an inerease. . Our
incrensed exports are measured by the toll of death taken by
the battle fields of Europe. Our balance of trade boasted about
by the Democratic Party is the balance produced by the awful
tragedy of war. I demonstrated this conclusively a few duays
ago by official figures when I spoke upon * Battle I'ield Pros-
perity.”

Our exports to the nations of peace under the present tariff
law have generally decreased or our imports have generally in-
crensed. This is strongly shown when you compare the figures
for 1915, the last year under the present Democratic tariff law,
with the figures for 1918, the last year under the Republican
tariff. Taking these years for comparison, the following is the
result:

With Argentina our imports increased 270 per cent; our ex-
ports decreased 4 per cent.

With Brazil our imports inereased 19 per cent; our exports
decreased 12 per cent.

With Peru our imports increased 46 per cent; our exports
only 4 per cent.

With Chile our imports increased 26 per ecent; our exports
only T per cent.

With Australia our imports increased 207 per cent; our ex-
ports decreased 20 per cent.

With China our imports inereased 32 per cent; our exports
decrensed 22 per eent.

These figures show conclusively what the present tariff law
will do when it is not stimulated by the abnormal demands that
come from the great tragedy being waged in Europe.

But I am not dealing with exports to-day. I am dealing with
the many times repeated assertion that the condition of the
Treasury is due to decreased imports caused by the war in
Europe—a statement that the figures that I have given demon-
strate to be absolutely without a shadow of foundation in faet.

Our Democratic friends say that it is necessary to tax the
people to secure money to run the Government because of de-
crensed imports brought about by the war in Europe. The con-
clusive answer is the figures that I have already quoted.

Under the present tariff our imports would have to increase
more than a billion dollars a year over what they were last year
to produce a suflicient amount of revenue to meet the expenses
of government. Such a tremendous increase would close our

mills and factories, make us a nation of paupers, and plunge us
into poverty and wretchedness beyond imagination. Does the
Democratic Party advocate this plan? Does the Democratic
Party advocate increasing imports or direct taxes or a bond
issue to secure money with which to run the Government?
Either course is certain eventually to bring us industrial ruin.

These figures that T have quoted demonstiate that there were
more imports in this country during the last nine months of 1915
than in any other nine months’ period in our history, except only
the nine months prior to the war in Europe, under the present
law. These figures tell the entire story. Nothing more can be
added. If the same rate of revenue had been imposed in the
Underwood law as in the Payne law during the last nine months
of 1915, we would have collected $£91,656,161 more than we did
collect under the present law. Take this sum and add to it the
amount of useless and inexcusable extravagance by the present
administration, and you will have approximately the present
estimated deficit. Or, in other words, by official figures it is
shown that not the war in Europe but free trade and extrava-
gance are responsible for our present finanecial condition.

And let it never be forgotten that if the imports amounting
to $1,344,140,185 that came into this country during the last
nine months of 1915 to compete with our producers and our
laboring classes had paid $91,656,000 more revenue into the
Treasury than they did pay, that this amount would not have
added a single penny to the price of the goods, as they were sold
to the original producer, and the American people would not
have been compelled to pay a direct tax to that amount. While
the foreigner was selling in our market, he got the entire benefit
of the $91,656,000. It went into his pecket instead of the United
States Treasury, and the American consumer paid just as much
for these imporied goods ns he would have paid if the additional
duty had been levied.

On the other hand, most of these imports consist of competi-
tive articles that could have been made at howme, and if they
had been produced at home not only would our own people have
had the work and the wages: not only would the money have
remained in this country instead of going abroad; not only
would we have had both the goods and the money, but the
American consumer would undoubtedly have paid less for n
large portion of what we buy, and the Treasury would have been
enricted by the vast sum of over $90,000,000 and the American
people would have been relieved from that much taxation.

When you look at these facts and figures you ean readily
understand the frantic efforts of the majority to keep the tariff
upon sugar. You can understand the sudden conversion of the
Demoeratic Party to a tariff commission that it has so often
heretofore condemned and denounced. When you look upon
these facts and figures you can understand the many reverses
of the President that have recently been made so rapidly and
completely as to cause the entire country to be seasick from the
motion. You look at these figures and you see more imports than
ever before, less revenue than ever before, more free trade than
ever before, more taxation than ever before, more Democracy
than ever before, more discontent than ever before. [Applause
on the Republican side.] Free trade, direct taxes, and an empty
Treasury—the trinity certain and inseparable that comes with
evel'slr Demoeratic administration. [Applause on the Republican
side.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Washington
¥yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.

Mr. ROGERS. Just for one question. Can the gentleman
give us the ad valorem rate for the last two months?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I am only stating the facts
from memory. I think it was about 9 per cent.

Mr. ROGERS. It was 8.4 per cent.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Then I was conservative in

my statement., These figures further demonstrate that but for the

war in Europe, that is acting as a high protective tariff, that is
compelling the foreigner to sell us less and buy from us more, that
this country would absolutely have been flooded with foreign
cheap goods. These figures demonstrate that but for the war in
Europe the foreigner would have largely driven us from our own
markets and our own people into idleness and poverty.

But it is not what might have happened, it is not what has
happened, but what the future holds that now most concerns us.
These tables show that before the war our imports were grenter
than ever before. They show that even since the war our im-
ports are greater than they have ever been before, even in time
of peace, except only the period under the present law before
the war. The loss of revenue followed by direct taxation is
only one of the evils. What will follow when the war in Europe



1916. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 0309

ends if we still stand defenseless under the present free-trade
law?

Twenty millions of men are to-day under arms, women are
filling the many places in the field of labor formerly filled by
these soldiers, more people are working to-day in Europe than
ever worked before if we count those who are in the army.
What will be the result in the industrial world when the great
conflict is over, when these millions turn from the pursuits of
war to the pursuits of peace, when these nations burdened
with poverty and debt, when every country will be struggling
to revive her industries? It must be remembered that all of
Germany, all of England, practically all of France, Italy, Aus-
tria, and the greater part of Russia have not been invaded; that
these nations can instantly, when the war closes, start their
mills and factories running. With the end of hostilities in the
tented fields will begin the industrial contest, the greatest in-
dustrial war in all the world's history, as stupendous and sur-
prising as the present contest of armies, and surpassing all
others as the present war has surpassed all other wars hereto-
fore fought. Yet, in the face of this inevitable danger, uncer-
tain only in the exact hour it will come, we procrastinate,
vacillate, hesitate, and do nothing.

Unless we prepare against that time by placing a protective
tariff upon our statute books it is just as certain as that the
war will end that this Nation will be invaded and overwhelmed
by the products of the cheap labor of Europe. Then either our
mills and factories must close or wages in this country must
be reduced to the level of that paid in Europe, and the Ameri-
can workman must live as the workmen of those poverty-stricken
nations will live. Poverty and ruin is certain. The only ques-
tion is, In what shape will it come?

The talk of an “ antidumping ” law as a remedy for this situa-
tion is too silly to command serious consideration. To talk of
a tarifl commission to be appointed by the President is to tem-
porize and evade for campaign purposes. To place the tariff on
one item at a time is simply to juggle and speculate as to how
long we can escape the inevitable. The one remedy, and the
only one, is to place upon our statute books a tariff law not
founded upon free trade, not “ for revenue only,” but for the
specific purpose of protection—to protect American labor and
American industry from the deadly competition of the foreigner.
[Applause.]

To keep out of America the products of foreign pauper labor
is as important as to keep out pauper labor itself,

TForeign pauper labor admitted into this country would be no
more deadly to American labor than the products of the pauper
labor produced in foreign soil and admitted free to American
markets. [Applause.]

This great duty of enacting a protective tariff for the protec-
tion and the safety of America ean hardly be left to the party
that has always worshipped at the shrine of free trade and dally
pays its adoration to the discredited fetish of “revenue only,”
and that for three-quarters of a century has mumbled that
protection is unconstitutional. The safety and the hope of the
American people lies in the fact that each day makes more
certain that on the 4th of March, 1917, the party of protection,
preparedness, patriotism, and prosperity will again enter into
power. [Applause.] .

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I left?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman has 12 minutes remaining.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr, Chairman, I prom-
ised to yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Hureenrt], X

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Hur-
BERT] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HULBERT. »Mr. Chairman, it is to be hoped, in view of
the very wide discussion that has taken place during the seven
hours allowed for debate, that gentlemen will remember that it
is the river and harbor bill that is under consideration; and if
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. HumpHEEY] did not see
fit to spend any part of the time allotted to himself for the con-
sideration of the question to discuss the single item contained in
the minority views filed by him with reference to the inclusion
of the item appropriating $700,000 for the improvement of the
East River in New York, it is at least due to him that I should
say that he has been fair and courteous enough to extend to me
an opportunity to defend that item, which T was active in hav-
ing included in the bill, when, as a matter of fact, I, although a
member of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, was unable
to secure any time whatever from the chairman on my own side
of the House.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York yield
to the gentleman from Florida?

Mr. HULBERT. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I suppose the gentleman is aware of the
fact that I tendered him 10 minutes?

Mr. HULBERT. The gentleman did not tender me 10 min-
utes. On the contrary, the gentleman told me last evening that
the time had been allotted—15 minutes to New York Harbor—
and he was going to allot that 15 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Frrzeerarp].

Mr. SPARKMAN, I did tender to him 10 minutes, through
another party, this morning.

Mr. HULBERT. After the gentleman told mie last night-that
he would not give me any time, and after I had gone to the
gentleman from Washington and secured the time, a gentleman
on the Republican side of the House came to me and said I
conld get the time if I would apply again.

Mr. MILLER of Penusylvania. Take it now.

Mr. HULBERT. No; I do not want the time. T will not take

it on that side now.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I ask leave to extend my remarks by
putting in the Recorp evidence and facts taken before the Clom-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors on February 12, 1916.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp by inserting
the matter referred to. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvanin. Does this include the entire
hearing?

Mr. HULBERT. It includes so much of it as relates specifi-
cally to the New York Harbor project.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. That is rather lengthy, is it
not?

Mr. HULBERT. It covers altogether, I think, 39 pages.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. I will say to the gentleman
that I am in favor of his project.

The matter referred to is as follows:

EasT River, N. Y.

CoMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND Hannons,
HoUSE 0F REPRESENTATIVES,

Febryary 12, 1916,

The committee met at 10.30 o’clock a. m,

The CHAIRMAN. We have met this morning partly for the purpose of
hearing parties whom Mr, HuLBERT desires to present to the committee.
Before we do that I want to read a letter I received from the scoretary
to the President.

Mr. HuLBerT. Mr. Chairman, on me. I wanted to introduce the
correspondence that brought forth that letter, if I may do so, as a part
of the hearings,

The CHAIRMAN, Let me read the letter first. [Reading:]

Tae Wurre Hovse,
Washington, February 11, 1916,

My Dear ME. SrapEMAN : The President directs me to sag to you that
he is strongly of the opinion that the pending river and harbor bill
should carry an appropriation for the immediate improvement of the
East River adjacent to the Brooklyn Navy Yard. He fully appreciates
the fact that this would be contrary to the role of the committes not
to recommend appropriations for new projects at this time, but he feels
that the importance of the matter in its relation to the questicn of
national preparedness fully justifies an exception to the rule.

The President understands that Seeretary Daniels has fully explained
this matter to the committee.

Bincerely, yours, (Signed) J. P, Tomuray,
Secretary to the President,
Hon. B. M. SPARKEMAN

Chairman Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

The CHAIRMAX, Inasmuch as thls is a part of the project which has
been recommended by the engineers for the improvement of the Hast
River in the interest of commeree and navigation, of course it is prop-
u]{[ before our committee,

r. HuMpHRBEY, I was just wondering how many other letters we
could get of a similar nature?

The CrammmaN, I do not know.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Personnu]y. I am not Iinclined to let the President tell
this committee what it should do.

The CHAIRMAN. At all events, we have this letter before us.

Mr HuMmMPHREY. If we are going to Inangurate that system, I want to

ss up some more before we act upon this bill. There are other places

this country where it is necessary to have improvements for pre-
paredness. and if we are going to pass this bill up to the White House
with regard to certain features, why not pass it up in its entirety and
get opinions on all of it?

The CHAmMAN. That, of course, is for the committee to say.

Mr. HuLeeErT. I would like to put those letters into the record to
show the sequence of events. :

The CrAIRMAN. Put them in and they may be eg:n'ltef.'i.

131{{ %UL“RE}:I ge;:.‘?tttotgﬂe&ggr:t of falt!.l’aalll ter rr?nﬁ the Secretary
o e Navy a o the er o e House of Representatives
and dated ]gecemher 21, 1916.

The CHAIRMAN. To what end? Does that give the committee any
information it ought to have on this matier? :

Mr. HuLseRY, This is the matter which the President’s letter referred
to, as I understand from my conference down there yesterday, when he
said that the Secretary had already %the facts before the committee.
It is a letter which war written by tary Daniels to the Speaker on
December 21, and was referred by the Speaker to this committee, and I
brought the matter to your attention yesterday, and you read the letter
yesterday before the cemmittee.

The CrammMaN. That may be printed.
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(The letter here submitted by Mr. FICLBERT is as follows:)

Decemser 21, 1915,
The Sresker o THE HoUuse oF REPRESENTATIVES,

S1k : 1 have the honor to Invite your attention to the serious condition
existing at the nav]\]' yard, Brooklyn, N. Y., in so far as pertains to the
depth of water in ship channels leading thereto.

g‘hr_'n- is not sufficient water In these channels to insure the entering
or leaving of a first-class battleship at all times.

At present only one Lattleship can be handled per daf, and then only
rovided the weather conditions are normal. If the winds are such as
0 blow the water out of New York Day then the depth of water in the

approach channel is not sufficient to safely navigate a large ship. As
an illustration, the following is noted :

On_November 3, 1915, the U. 8, 8, Texas, one of our new first-class
battléships, wag ready to leave the yard, but the prevailing northwest
winds had so reduced the depth of water in the Buttermilk Channel that
even at high water there was not sufficlent depth to Insure her leaving
the yard In safety. This slip therefore, was foreed to remain in the
navy yard for over 24 hours. s

This condition is a serious one and might cause grave complicatians,
I understand there are two prn%sitlons before Congress—one providing
a channel 35 feet deep and 1,000 feet wide in Buttermilk Channel, and
the other north of Governors Island up the East River through Hell
Gate. The second would provide for ships lpasslnz from the yard to
lower New York Bay or to the Sound, a condition highly desirable from
a strategle point of view. REither project will provide for free access to
the navy yard. \

The increase in #ize of ships has not yet reached its limit.

Through injuries recelved in battle, a ship could readily be drawing
?ore water than normally at a time when it was most necessary to dock

er.,

It is therefore most urgent that an approach channel to the New York
Navy Yard be maintained of not less than 35 feet depth at mean low
water and 1,000 feet wide, and I can not too strongly urge the serious
attention of Congress te this matter,

Sincerely, yours,
(Signed) JosepHUS DANIELS.

Mr. HurLBerT. I want o suomit a letter written by me to Secretary
Daniels on Janoary 25, 1916, in which I asked him for a further expres-
slon of his opinion : and I submit his reply to that letter, addressed to
me, under date of Febroary 10, 1916, I do not know whether the com-
mittee desire to have that read or not, but I would like to call the atten-
tion of the committee to a sentence in the letter. The letter goes into
sﬂoclﬁc detalls in regard to this matter, and it contains, among other
things, this sentence lremllnf):

“As stated above, the question of dceEcning the East River and clear-
ing Hell Gate and the channel through Into Long Island SBound is of

ramount importance and a pressing need and it should receive imme-

iate attention.” :

The Crammax. That all shows the forces that were at work to get
the I'resident to write this letter. I have no objection whatever to those
going in the record, but I do not think It necessary to take up the
time of the commitice to read them.

Mr. Hunsert. I just read an excerpt to give you the character of
the letter, and that is all.

The CHAIRMAN. The first and the main thing the committee wants
to know 1s the I'resident’s views on the subject.

(The Ietters here submitted by Mr. HuLBERT are as follows :)

- Jasvary 25, 1916,
Hon. JosgrHTS DANIELS,
Beeretary of the Navy, Washington, D. €.

My DEAR Mp. SecuerTary : In the copy of last Saturday’'s RECORD,
which I handed you thls morning, I discussed the necessity for the
deepening of the channel in the East River to 385 feet, to which you
called attention in your letter of December 21, 1915, and which I put
in the Recomp, 1 also emphasized that this improvement, connecting
up New York Harbor and Long Island Sound. would constitute a marine
trench, upon which 1 propose to elaborate in an address I have been
invited to deliver at the annual banquet of the Cleveland Democracy in
New York next Saturday evening.

1 should like to kunow, if it is possible to make an estimate for such
an ilustration, approximately how many battleships or other naval
vessels might be dispensed with, in the event of such improvement heing
made, to make equally efficient the defense of New York Harbor and the
New England coast under present conditions—that s, if- your timely
warning were not heeded and the Improvement failed of adoption—and
I wuul& appreciate as strong a letter from you on this subject as you
can conkistently write to ald me in organizing and enlisting the support
of the civie associntlons of New York (.‘It{. -

If, when you have reyised the admirable address made by you at the
National Démocratic Club a week ago last Saturday, you will favoer
me with a eopy, I should be pleased to extend my remarks in the RECORD
s0 as to incorporate the same.

Fepruary 10, 1916,

My ®Bear Mp. HuLpeeT: Replying to your letter of January 25, re-
garding the deepening of East River to 35 feet, I have to “ﬁ that
this question has recently reeeived very earnest consideration by the
officers of the department. and particularly by the General Board.

The value, if not the absolute neces t&'u of deepening East River
to 35 feet and clearing the channel to Hell Gate is considered one of the
most important questions now before the Navy Department. The reason
for this is that a study of the strategic features of the east coast of
the United States, with a view to making the best disposition of our
forces for defense against a possible enemy in the Atlantie, has demon-
strated the fact that Long Island Sound is probably one of the strongest
natural rendezvous for a naval force that possibly could be formed,
elther artificlally or by nature. Its value would be decidedly enhanced
by having two outlets; that is to say, either through the race at the
east enid of Long Island Sound or through the harbor of New York and
out by Handy Ilook or the Ambrose Channel.

However, having the above two outlets must not be considered as in
any way decreasing the number of ships that are needed for the naval
service, but it can readlly be seen that with these two outlets it would
require a double force of the enemy's vessels to rd both of these
outlets in order to prevent our vessels from getting to sea through cither
one or the other,

The necessity for at least 35 feet of channel is too evident to be dwelt
upon, because any engagement taking place off New York would prob-
n 3 result in injury to some vessels, com elling them to seek shelter
and to be drydocked as soon as possible, aturally the draft of these

vessels would be very much increased due to the injury they had re-
celved, so that from a military standpoint the deep channel is absolutely
necessary. ‘‘As stated above, the gquestion of deepening the East River
and clearing Hell Gate and the channel through into Long Island Sound
is of amount importance and a pressing need, and it should receive
immediate attentlon.”

As regards the deeping of the East River betweea the navy yard and
the entrance to New York Bay to the southward—that is, through Am-
brose Chaunel—has been made very evident during the past winter when
some of our larger ships were not able to rench the navy yard for neces-
sary work, although only at their normal draft (and possibly a little
less), and had to walt several days before thely could bet in, and had
the same trouble to get out after getting in. It needs no argument to
impress upen anyone how serious it wounld be should some of our large
battleships, which now are all based on the New York Navy Yard, be at
the yard at the time their presence is urgently needed outside and the
condition of the channel should be such that they could not get out,

Sincerely, yours,
{Bigned) JOsSEPHUS DANIELS,

Mon. Muvnray HrLserr, M, C.,

House of Representatives.

Mr, HuvisereT, In order that the letter which you have just referred
to from the President. in which he emphasized its relation to the
Brooklyn Navy Yard, may be understood by the committee, it seems to
me it is also essential that a foundation may be lald so that this com-
mittee may know what facts were presented to him that brought forth
that letter.

Mr. Treapway. This hearing is connected with the East River project,
s0 called, is il not?

%{’r' rlI.'h:r.m:n.r. ltJis.t R

r. TREADWAY. Just what is the bearing between the East River and
the location of the Drooklyn Nm;g Yara? *

Mr. HvLpenT, The Brooklyn Navy Yard is on the cast gide of the
East River, just above the Erooklyn Dridge.

Mr. Treapway, WU fhis project begin there? In other words,
where does this new project that we are considering to-day begin?

Mr. Hureert. This project begins at the Datlery and extends the
length of the river, which is 16 miles long, and conncets with Long
Island Sound at a Folnr known as Throgs Neck.

Mr. TrEADWAY. | understood you, before the committee all through
our hearings, to refer more especlally to the channel connccting Hast
River with Long Island Sound, did you not?

Mr. HULBERT. Precisely.

Mr. TrEADWAY. Bo that the navy yard is practically at the begin-
nl:iglz of the position where you desire to have the project work done?

r. HuLBgrT. Oh, no; not at all ; and, moreover, Mr. TREADWAY, do
noll;1 Ios;; sight of t}lc fiwt
r. TREADWAY. I only want to get the geography clear in my mind.

Mr. Hvrpenrt. I will emphasize it as much as lrcan. Yon are going
to have Admiral Benson and Col, Black before you. Admiral Denson
has navigated the largest type of battleships In that very channel
from the Battery up to the navy {srd. but by connecting up this
project for the East River, aside from its commercial importance,
which, of course, affects nmterln!l[\' its navigability, so far as such
projects are taken up by this committee, it will also afford an entrance
channel from the upper bay of New York Harbor to the Long Island
Sound by the adoption of the project. Ho that we are then in a posi-
tion, as this committee may from time to time deem it advisable to
appropriate money for the completion of that 85-foot channel, giving
you a double entrance to the DBrooklyn Navy Yard.

IHave you ever stopped to consider what might happen

The CHAmRMAN. We have experts here.

Mr. HuLperT. I want to offer next, Mr. Chairman, a letter which
I addressed to the President yesterday, under date of ¥ebruary 11,
and also a letter addressed by Congresman FITZGERALD, chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations, to the President yesterday; and
then, following that, is a letter from the Secretary to the DPresident,
which the chairman has already read and which I suppose is now in
the Reconp.

(The letters here presented by Mr, IHHULBERT are as follows:)

Fesrvany 11, 1016,

The I’'eEsipExXT, The White House.

My Dgan Mg, PrEsipEXT: The Committee on Rivers amd Harbors
have ipl'tu-tlr.‘-::tlly concluded their labors and will presently report a bill
mr}r ;:g approximately $40,000,000 to continue the work on existing
projects, 3

Since my appointment upon this committee at the opening of the
present session, I have been strenuously urging the necessity for the
adoption of a 33-foot project for the improvement of the Kast River,
even to the extent of making it the one exception to the committee's
rule not to take on any mew projects. i

The present project is for a 28-foot channel, adopted in 1868 and
70 per cent completed. Since Col. Black recommended a 35-foot chan-
nel in 1912, no moneys have been appropriated for the improvement
of the East River. Aside from its commercial importance, having a
commerce of 45,000,000 tons of an approximate value of $1,500,000,
and 22,500,000 passengers, there is no doubt that at this time its
strategic value is of paramount importance. Secretary Daniels pointed
out in a letter to the House of Representatives, under date of December
21, 1915, that it was lmpossible to float modern dreadnaughts in or
out of the Brooklyn Navy Yard except in high tide, and that there
have been occasions when, owing to a heavy wind, which blew the
water out of the channel, it has been necessary to hold the boats in
the yard for 48 hours. In another letter which the writer received
from him this morning, the ﬂecremrgz emphasizes the value which this
improvement would have in making New York Harbor the only harbor
in the world baving two entrances and two exits; for the connecting
up of the u Ser bay with Long Island Sound by the 16-mile 35-foot
channel would make necessary double the number of vessels now re-

unired to successfully blockade New York Harbor in addition to giving

the vessels in the navy yard a means of exit to the east in the event
that the channel below the yard might be blockaded by the destruction
of a bridge below the yard. Admiral Mahan testified at the hearings
of 1911 that of the Atlantic bases, New York is distinctly the best,
and, because of its two entrances, ete., “ constitutes a base of naval
operation probably unique in the world.”

Chairman SpagpgMAN reported that you were opposed to taking on
any new projects, but the exception always proves the rule, and Con-
gressman FITZeERALD subsequently said that you had told him you
expected the East River hgrovemcnt. which only involves an initial
appropriation of $500,000 this year, would be taken on as a part of
the national defense, Inasmuch, however, as some of the members of
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on should not be made
feel at liberty to advise

the committee still seem to feel that an exce
unless with your acquiescence, I hope you
the committee before the bill is reported.

FrervuAry 11, 1916.
The PrEsineNT, The White House.

Dear Mg. PrESIDENT: I am reliably informed that the river and
harbor bill will not contain ani new Bgroljecta. The determination to
follow such a Eolicy excludes the possiblliity of provislon for the im-

rovement of the East River or Buttermilk el in New York Har-

r so that safe passage may be afforded naval vessels entering or
leaving the navy yard.

It will be preposterous to provide extraordinary appropriations for
rovislon be not made to enable them to
or their maintenance; and the Repre-
sentatives from New York will be placed in an impossible position if
theg;. support revenue measures which will largely increase the burdens
of their constituents while failing to obtain legislation deemed essential
for the security of the metropolis of the Nation.

Unless some word be sent b{ you to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors that the situation relative to New York iz essentially different
from new projects for purely commercial projects no provision will be
made for the ‘mprovement. The Secretary of the Navy has addressed
two communications to the House on the subject, and I sincerely trust
that you will urge that action be taken at time.

espectfully, yours,
; (Signed) JoHN J. FITZGERALD.
In that connection I would like permission to submit here a tele
from the commissioner of the department of docks and ferries, R. c
Smith, addressed to me, dated yesterday [reading] :
[Telegram.]
New Yorg, February 11, 1918,

new and larger war vessels, if
utilize the essentinl facilities

Hon, MUrrAY HULBERT,

House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.:
Conflrming telegram of to-day, it is with deep re
with you to-morrow morning and appear before the committee. Aside
from the question of national defense, which so strongly demands the
provision of an East River channel for an outlet to the east through
the Sound, the amended project submitted in report in House Document
No. 188, Sixty-third Congress, first session, should be approved by Con-
gress as an urgently needed commercial improvement of national im-
gortance. I will eite but one section of the East River water front:
from Willilamsburg Bridge to Forty-second Street, which is nearly 2
miles in length and capable of immediate development for the accom-
modation of ocean-going vessels so soon as the Government removes
from the navigable waters the dangerous reefs and rock sh in that
nelghborhood. I may add that on that stretch alone 82 steam vessels
could be accommodated. This is only one of the sections which is of
potential value to foreign commerce and now paralyzed because of im-
ossibility of access. For the best illustration as to the wisdom of these
mprovements, I need only refer to one of them : The Ba R[dfe Chan-
rel, which cost the Government approximately $2,500,000. belleve
that I am conservative when 1 say that the total cost of the improve-
ments at that polnt by the State of New York, by the Iﬂuntc:.)pallty. and
by privately owned properties amounts to over $30,000,000 since the
project was made a fact, and that if it were not for that particular
territory to-day, the port of New York would not be able to meet the
demands of commerce. There are many sections of this harbor in the
East River section which are as important and subject to promﬁu
development on the adoption of the amended project recommended by
the Army Engineers. 1 will in the next few days send you a complete

analysis of all improvements to this harbor as requested by you.

: R. A. C. SMITH,

Commissioner Depariment of Doocks and Ferries.

In addition to that I want to submit an excerpt from the testimon
of Rear Admiral Mahan, appearing on page 54 of the hearings of 1811,
before the Committee on Expenditures in the Navy Department, House
of resentatives, whiech I also will not take the trouble to read at
this time, but the gist of it iz that it emphasizes the fact that in New
York Harbor strategic considerations, industrial considerations, and
economical considerations are all combined, which is one of the few
places whera you will find the trinity with regard to the development
of the naval resources and commercial resources and the economical
advantages of this Government; and then he emphasizes the necessity
for a strategic base on the Atlantic Ocean and expresses the o%inion
that New York Harbor is the most desirable place on the Atlantic Ocean
for the larger vessels of the Navy. %

Mr. BurcEss. What is the date of that?

Mr. HoLeent. That is 1911, That is prior to the ort ?Hon which
this provision or project was adopted and included in the bill of 1913,
The statement here submitted by Mr, HuLBeRT Is as follows :)

“As before remarked, the entire coast frontier, like any land frontier,
is the national base of operations. Our coast frontier divides into
three sections—the Atlantie, the Gulf, and the Pacific. Naval stations
for these must be chosen in accordance with the two prlnclg:l objects
stated : (1) To insure the safety of the coast; (2) to facilitate external
operations in support of national pollcles.

“ Thig is the point to introduce a remark which governs the military
determination of navy yards and naval stations, a consideration too
rarely distinetly formulated ; that is, that navy yards are for war, not
for peace ; that, therefore, they are primarily yards for repair and refit,
not for comstruction, because under modern conditions naval vessels
must be constructed in peace, the duration of war not allow time.
The function of naval stations therefore ls to maintaln in efficlency
ghips already built, and their location should be determined by this
consiﬂel;gglon, irrespective of facilities for bullding, whether natural
Or Acqu i
. “This amounts to saying that the choice and maintenance of naval
stations should be determined by strategic considerations rather than
by such as are industrial or economical. Of course, where the three
colncide, as in New York, it is a fortunate conjunction; but where
there is a collision of considerations the place which is su or by
situation, nearness, defensive strength, and the possibility of storing
resources is to be Ercfermd to one industrially or economically greater.
Let me add that the chief of all elements of refit is the doek, and suit-
:dblle gﬁound for docking or harboring floating docks is a prime con-

deration.

“The Atlantic seaboard is obviously the most important of the
three principal divisions of our sea frontier. Its function in a general
scheme of naval provisicn is la y defensive, because it is not nearest
to either of our external obje of policy., In case of war with a

et that I can not be

naval power so far superior as to be able to maintain on that coast a
navy stronger than our fleet onr fleet would need at least two principal
bases, because the existence of two not only proviles alternate refuges
in case of need, but by that very fact facilitates also the offens've op-
erations of any character, the execution of which is the office of a
defendant navy. The question of the Atlantic seaboard, viewed dis-

tinetly as a military problem, is therefore slmple; nor is there an
doubt that Chesa e Bay and New York represent the two bea{
positions. That the two are prinei

1 does not imgly that they are
equal or should receive equal development. New York Is dls(fnctlr
the better, because it has two entrances, for New York must be under-
stood to embrace Long Island Bound and may advantageously be ex-
tended to include Narragansett Bay. BSo extensive an inferlor sheet of
water, covering unlimited resources, with two entrances over a hun-
dred miles aa_‘mm‘t, each capable of powerful fortification, constitutes a
base of naval operations probably uniiue in the world.”

qug:.l Caﬂné:an, I think now we had better call either Admiral Benson

s k.

STATEMENT OF REAR ADMIRAL WILLIAM 8. BENSON, UNITED STATES NAVY.

The CHAIRMAN. Admiral, you are here this morning at the request
of the Becretary of the Navy, I believe

éﬁmlcml B:Nsoxbfcs{hslr. : AT

e CHAmIRMAN. For the pu of explaining the importance of the
improvement of so much ofrmt River as would pel:gnit the Navy
to carry its vessels to and from the navy yard?

Admiral .BExsox. Yes, sir,

The CHAIRMAN. Will you kindly proceed mow and give your own
views as to the necessity for that work?

Admiral BexsonN, The necessity for having a pro
ticularly to the southern entrance of the nav;
navy yard with safety with our large vessels,
for some time.

The CHAIRMAX. Before 1{ncm proceed any further, Admiral, have you
a map showing the East River and bay?

Mr. HULBERT. In that connection, if any gentlemen are examining
the map, I would like you to notice the depth at the points in the
river except where these shallow 8 oceur,

The CHAIRMAN, That will be all right.

Mr. HuLeerT. You will see, gentlemen, the river is 50 or 75 feet
deep, except where these rocks occur. May I also suggest that much
of this data will be found in House Document 188 (83d Cong., 1st
segs.), which individual members might like to look at.

Admiral BExsox. I think I can make the point more clear by point-
ing out the direction the ships ordinarily e.

r. HurBeErT. Will you identify Governmors Island before you begin,
as a starting point?

Admiral Bexsox. This [indicating on map] is Governors Island;
this is North River, and this is BEast River, going up through here.
This is the navy yard, this is the Brooklyn Bridge, and this iz the
Ma:lnhattan Bridge, as it is called. Then, there is another one here,
and so on.

Vessels, for instance, come out of East River or down the North
River or down here throu&h the Narrows and ont through the main
channel out to the ocean ; that is the channel that is used now.

The CHAIRMAN. Ambrose Channel iz below there?

Admiral BexsoN. The Ambrose Channel is 6 or 8 miles below this

int [indicating], out through the lower bay and Narrows, and leav-
ng Sandy Hook on the right as you go out, and standing eastward,
with Coney Island on the left.

Mr. TREADWAY. Where is the Statue of Liberty?

Admiral Bexsox. The Statue of Liberty is over here [indicating],
and this is Jersey City, with the Pennsylvania Railroad Station and
the Jersey Central there. Here is the Battery [indicating].

For many years veesels coming up from the anchorage down at
Staten Island would come up and go through here [indicating].

Mr. HuLBERT. You mean between Governors Island and the Battery?

Admliral BExsoN. Betweer Governors Island and the Battery. I have
never used any other channel. =

Mr. HULBERT. I am asking that guestion, Admiral, for the purpose
of the record, so that anyone reading it hereafter may identify it.

Admiral BexsoN. I myself have always used the channel between
Governors Island and the Battery, running in on a ran on end of
pler over in Brooklyn and the Hotel Margaret., I comm&nggd the Utah,
and she was quite a good-sized sh;g.

Mr. HuLBERT. What is the draft?

Admiral Bexsox. I have come out of there in the Utah drawing a
little over 29 feet; 20.6 is about the most I have ever taken through
there, and I have uently gone in and out without a pilot ; but it was
always with a great deal of anxiety and only at the very top of the tide,
when the current was B]mctlcnu_v still and not running at all, because
on the south side here [indicating] toward Governors Isﬁnnd. is Diamond
Rock, which is a very ﬁau’ge:mus reef, and on the left going in is
Coenties Reef, and it is absolutely necessary to steer between those two
gshoals; then, after over to a certain point in the wiver, you
stand to the nav&a_\mrd ust in here.

Mr, TREADWAY., ¥y I ask what the distance Is from Gofernors
Island to the Battery?

Admiral Bexsox, Across there? It is not more than five or six
hundred yards. I am simply guesainﬁn

Mr, ToEaADWAY. From Governors Island to the Battery ?

Mr. Hunegrt. Eight hundred yards.

Mr. TeREaADWAY. Andrthen may I further ask how far those two reefs,
one from Governors Island to which you refer and one from the Bat-
tery—in other words, how wide is your full depth of channel between
Coentles Reef and Diamond Rock?

Admiral Bexsox, Diamond Rock is there [Indicating] and Coenties
Reef is there. The distance between those two reefs, of course, in one
direction is, I should say, probably 200 yards; but in going in, in order
to get your turn up the river and avoid both of them, you have to steer
at an angle, and It leaves the available space between them very fmall,
not cert:f over 100 yards, and T do not think it is that much. T never
felt I bad t much leemg when I went up there,

Mr. HuMpHREY. How often do battleships go through there?

Admiral Bexsox. I should say, for instance, we base all of our big
battleships as they come out, as a rule. Heretofore they have
fitted out at the New York Yard, and they all have to there to fit
out, and then the first four or five of them have been sing on the
New York Yard until another one came out, and then the smallest one
of the five dropped out and went to some other yard; and imsflne
these five ships will average going up there and out again at least four
times a year,

channel, par-
yard, to get into the
been very apparent
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Mre. Hrurarey. And all of the battleships of the Navy have gone in
aund out of that channel, have they not?

Admral Bexsox. No; latterly all of the big ships have been going
up Buttermilk Channel on account of the greater difficulty of steering
in between those reefs,

Mr. SMALL. Where is that channel?

Admiral Bexsoyd. Buttermilk Channel is between Governors Island
and DBrooklyn shore.

Mr, HosMpHreY. ITow many accidents have happened getting battle-
ships in and out there?

Admiral -Bexsox, Well, T can recall, I think, three. For instance,
there was one ship, the North Dakota, that struck some object in
going out of there.

My, HuLBgERT. Out of the North Channel?

Admiral Bexsox, Out through here [indicating]. north of Governors
Iglamd, and in that vicinity; I do not know exactly where it was.
There was another case of an obstrnction being struck, and I think
the Massachusctis struck something there at one time., Those are the
only three I have in my mind, and they arve more or less indistinet,
except the North Dakota.

Mr]; Hrymrnrey. What was the obstruction which you
stroek?

Admiral DBexsox. My opinion is that there is a rock somewhere
in there, a very small pinnacle rock, which it probably struck. At
the time it was supposed that it struck an obstruction which had
dropped over, because at a certain polnt along there there is at low
water only about 27 or 28 feet, and an obstruction t!roﬁ]ping over,
even a very small one in that depth, and the vessels passing over it,
even if only a couple of feet, would probably sirike. That was the
supposition. You can readily understand how a big stone from a
barge might drop over on this hard bottom, as I understand it is,
and that might bring the bottom up, so to speak, that much, and
the vessel going over it would strike.

Mr. ("08TELLO. By using Buttermilk Channel you avoid all that?
h.‘\tlmlral Bexson. As I say, latterly the big vessels have been using
that.

Mr. ("o8TELLO, With complete safety in doing so?

Admira! BeExsox. At certain stages of the tide there is not water
enough there.

I was golng on to say that this was emphasized recently by the bi
ships Wyoming, Arkansas, and New York, when a northwest win
was blowing at low water, could not go up there because there was
not envugh water,

Mr. Teeapway. How much do they draw?

Admiral Bexsox. They draw between 20 and 30 feet.

Mr. TREADWAY. The same as the Utah?

Admiral Bexsox. About the same. .

Mr. HvrLeerT, The later vesscls draw more water, do they not—
the Arizona?

Admiral Bexsox. They may draw up to 32 feet.

The CHAIRMAN. What depth has Buttermilk Channel?

Admiral Bexsox, Thirty to thirty-one feet.

Mr. Hrymrngrey. What is the depth at high tide?

Admiral Bexsox, The rise and fall, as I recollect it, is about 5 feet.

(*ol, Brack, The ordinary range of the tide there is 4 feet. The
spring tides have a range of 6 feet, and the water Is lowered by wind
action frpquentliy 2 feet. Bo it is not at all unusual to have 4 feet
less than mean low water in that vicinity.

Admiral BExXs0X. There are points here having 27, 29, and 28 feet,
amd 1 think about 27 feet is the lowest I have seen here. That would
glve you at the ordinary high tide 31 feet.

Mr. Treapway. What is the width between Governors Island and the
Brooklyn shore?

Admiral Bexsox. I would say that at the narrow point there would
be about 200 yards,

[ wounld like to say to the committee that they may be surprised that
T do not know these figures more exactly, but I have navigated In every
port on this coast and many others, and it Is a little hard to remember
all the detalls. That is the reason I can not give you more definitely
the fligures.

AMr. Humrneey, I want to ask you about the obstruction. You sald
one of the battleships struck an obstruction going through the channel,
Was not that simply a temporary obstruction, a stone dropped off the
barges or something of that character?

Admiral Bexsox. I really could not say what it was. My own opin-
fon is that there is a rock there somewhere which probably ought to be
removed. That 1 do not know, and I got that idea very largely in con-
versation with Col. Black.

Mr, Hosmenney, Your experience has been at high tide. To put it
anaother way, except in low water, the battleship ecan get in and out of
the yard without much diffienlty?

Admiral BExsox. Under normal conditions, with good high tide and
dead high water, a battleship properly handled up to certain draft, say,
30 feet, could get in there, but it is always a dangerous undertaking.
I always feel in going in there that while I had confidence in myself
that 1 conld take the ship in, I was taking more or less chances to do
it, and I do not think, if I may state it, that it is n risk that any com-
manding officer shonld be exposed to in command of one of our big
ships unnecessarily.

Mr. Enwarps. Where is the navy fﬂr(]?

Admiral BEXSON. ‘Rtfht there [indieating on map]

Afr. Hurserr. How far is it from Governors Island {o the navy yard?

Admiral BExsox. That ig 1% to 2 miles, about.

Mr. Ebpwarps. Admiral, how much has the Government invested in
that navy yard up there?

Admiral Bexsox. I should say in the neighborhood of twenty or
twenty-five million dollars.

Mr, Epwarps. How do you suppose it was that they ever located the
navy yard in there where they eould not get to it?* °

Mr. HuLBerT. They could get up easily with the draft of vessels
being built at that time.

Admliral BeExsos, At the time it was located, of course, vessels were
very much smaller, and the draft of-waler was such that they had no
difficulty whatever in going out and coming in there at any time.

Mr. Epwanrps. They did not locate it there with a view to deep-draft
vessels, beeause they did not have deep-draft vessels and the larger type
of vessels?

Admiral Bexsox, Oh, no.
nearly.

Mr. Epwarps. Is there not a point below there, outside that point,
on which that navy yard could be transferrved?

Admiral Bexsox. There are other placegs where the navy yard could
be placed, certainly.

say they

The yard has been there a hundred years,

e

Mr. CosTELLO. When the tide is high, in using Duttermilk Channel
Yon avold all the dangers ascribed to the other?

Admiral Bexsox. Yes, sir, -

Mr. CoOSTELLO. And there is no reason why you should not use it
under those conditions, is thero?

Admiral Bexsox. If there is snfficient water, there is no reason.

Mr. CosTELLO. There is no need of your taking all the chances ef
going up through the chanoel between the Battery and Governors Island
when you can go on this side of the island?

Admiral BExsox. Not at all: that would be the normal thing; but
you have got to take that at the high tide. beeause there is only 27
or 28 feet there, and you must take ir at the height of the tide, but
If we ean get 31 or 32 feet—31 feet is running pretiy close—that s
;»eller. because we are running with the tide and the dangers should be
BER,

The Coargyax, How long docs low tide last?

Admiral Bexsoxs. I think the water is slack off the Battery {here
about 20 minutes or a half an hour,

The CmareMax, As a rule, you woold not have lo wait long, then,
for a tide providing sufficient water?

Admiral Bexsox, We have high tide about every 12 hours.

The Crsiesax. Would you then have to wait 12 hours?

Admiral Bexsox. We would have to wait 12 hours for high waler:
and at night, as a rule. we do not attempt to go in there. That is
another objection, because the yard is closed, and all the activities
of the yard are closed.

Mr. Boongr. Are there any other navy yards on the Atlantic coast
where these big vessels can get in that are Heavy-draft vessels.

Admiral Bexsox, They ean 5? into most any of the yards now;
that is to say, they conld get sufficient water in the Delaware for them
to ?l‘t up there,

Mr. Boongn, That navy yard is open at all times?

Admiral BExsox., You would bave to go up the Delaware, and you
have to'take it at practically high water. It Is the same thing at
Norfolk. You would want the high water. because the channel at
Norfolk is very restricted, and at present it is too narrow to turn
one of our big ships. o

Mr. Boonek. Then the pavy yards all along the Atlantic coast are
practically in the same condition as the one at Brooklyn is—the harbor
conditions are practically the same? .

Admiral Bexsox. 1 do not know. I do not think =o, sir.

Mr. IoonEr. You say you have got to wailt for high water If yon
take the Buttermilk Channel? What is the differcnee in the channel
there and at the other navy yards®

Admiral Brxsox, The conditions are practically the same in that
respect—that you have to walt for high water;: but at Norfolk, for
instanee, I think the later ships coming out will have considerable
diffieulty in turning.

Mr. Boougr, The difficulty is about the same at all the navy yards
on the Atlantic coast., is it not?

Admiral BExsox. No; I would not say It was so great in the DPhila-
delﬁhia yard.

Mr. TrEADWAY. How abont Charlestown?

Admiral Bexsox. At Hoston?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes, sir.

Admiral Bexsox. They counld go there. {oo.

Mr. BooHgr. (an you nse the "hiladelphia Navy Yard for the largest
vessels withount waliting for high water?

Admiral Brxsox., We could use that, but there is no dry dock at
Philadelphia that would take the .uht?a. That is one of the features
the Brooklyn yard possesses that the Philadelphia yard does not—they
have a «dry dock that blg ships may go into. K

Mr. uerR. Would not it be ¢ Pﬂgﬂ for the Government to build
a dry dock at Philadelphia than to deepen this channel we are con-
sidering ¥

Admiral Brxsox. 1 do not think so.

Mr. Boomngr. What would be the cost of a dry dock at the I’hila-
delphia Navy Yard?Y

dmiral Bexsox. The lowest estimate we had on the big dock there
was a little over $3 000,000,

Mr. Booitgr. What will it cost to do this work? Is it not estimated
to be ?13,000.000'.'

Mr. HurLserr. $700,000 ; the $13,000,000 covers the whole East River
up to Long Island Sound. This is the initial part of the Rrojert.

Alr. Boougw. Then this would only be a portion of that project.
IHow much larger vessels will the Brooklyn Navy Yard take in the
dry dock than PPhiladelphia?

Admiral Bexsox. And all of our ships ean dock there, sir, that
we have in contemglnuon.

Mr. Boonenr. At Philadelphia?

Admiral "Bexsox. No; New York, sir. For instance, the Arkansas
and Wyoming and all of the vessels coming after those—the New Vork
and Tcrxasz, the Pennsyleania, California, and all those ships would
not be able to dock at Philadelphia.

Mr. HrLeEnrT. Those ships have a draft of 31 feet, have they not—
the Arizona has 30 feet?

Admiral Bexsox. It has about 30 feet.

AMr. Boongr. Can not all of these vessels yen mentioned dry-dock
at Portsmouth?

.-\l:lmiml Erxsox. I do not think so; I do not think any of them
could.

Mr. Boougr., The reason T asked you that is that somebody con-
nected with the Navy in the hearings before the Naval Commlittes
sald that Portsmouth is the only naval station on the Atlantic coast
where all of these larger vessels could dock.

Admiral Bexsox. We dock them all at New York.

Mr, Boougr. Could they dock at Portsmouth, too?

Admiral Bexsox. I do not think they could, sir.

Mr. Boongnr. Could they dock at Charleston?

Admiral Bexsox. SBouth Carolina?

Mr. Boougr. Yes, slr. -

Admiral Bexsox. They could not.

Mr. TrEADWAY. Will }\{ou please make the same copmparison with the
Boston Harbor? Can these large vessel: get irto Boston?

Admiral PExsox. They might get in; they could not dock—{hese
later ones.

Mr. TrEADWAY. Has not the State of Massachusetts constructed a
dry dock?

Admiral BeExsox. They arve building one, and when it Is completed
they wili be able to take in any of them. It Is to be 1,000 feet long,
and it would hold any shl? we are contemplating building.

Mr. TrEADWAY. Is that larger than the one the ncvy yard now owns
at New York?

Admiral BExsox. I think it is.
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Mr. TrEADWAY. But, so far as water Is concerned, there is ample
water to get in at Boston?

Admiral Dexsox. Yes; they could get in there. .

The CHAIRMAN, What size ships can you dock at Brooklyn Navy Yard?

Admiral BExsox. I have forgotten—abont 32 feet.

Ayr. HoLBERT. Except for these rocks referred to being there, what
is the depth of the channel in the East River from Governors Island
up to New York Yard?

Admiral Bexsox. You could count on getting at least 40 feet.

Mr. HuLBerT. When you have been interrogated in regard to the
desirabillty of entrances to other navy yards, as compared to New
York, have you had in mind the fact of the size of the commerce in

" the East River as compared with the commerce upon the streams leading
to the other navy yards upon the Atlantie seaboard?
tAdmlml Bexsox. I have no Idea whatever of the commercial slde
of it,

Mr. HoLeert. Do you know, for instance, that the commerce on the
East River Is twice as large as the commerce on the Delaware leading
up to Philadelphia?

~Admiral Bexsox. I have not the slightest idea.

Mr. Booser. If that was true, would it not be better to dry dock war
vessels where commerce did not interfere; for instance, if the Charles-
town Navy Yard could be made usable with the expenditure of money
for a dry dock, would it not be better to avoid the large commerce in
the East River and take it some place where there is not so much
commerce and where you would have more room for the war vessels?

Admiral Bexsox. I would say, sir, that if we could start a navy yard
new, where we could avold the channels and commerce and at the same
time get the labor market and the supplies that are necessary for the
proper running of the navy yard, that it would undoubtedly be very
much more desirable.

Mr. BooHer. Could not that he had at Philadelphia, Boston, or
Charlestown, or Hampton Roads, down here, with a great deal less
money than you could get it there, or even lower down in the city
of New York?

Aidmiral BExsox, That might be; if gou only want one navy yard, it
could be done. I do not know about the cost. 1 am mnot in a position
to discuss the cost of this.

Mr. Boongr. Could you not get all the naval stores at Boston, Phil-
adelﬁhla, and lower down there in New Yeork, or at Charlestown—any
of those places?

Admiral BExsox., Unguestionably.

Mr. HULBERT. Is not the importance of the naval base determined by
the valone of the pro{:erty to be protected, and Is not the choice of the
New York Navy Yard one of importance, by reason of the great amount
of wealth centersd in that section of the country?

Mr. BooHER. What is the objection to letting the West contribute?

Mr. HuLBerT. New York City is contributing very liberally and
paying two-thirds of the Underwood tariff law and nearly one-half of
the tax upon individual incomes, and more than one-fourth of the
tax upon corporation incomes.

~_ Mr. Booner. You ought not to have so many rich men in one
locality, but spread them around over the country.

Mr. HuLBERT. New York hands it all back to the country.

Mr. CosTELLO. 1 take it you are here to answer questions in regard
to navigation on these two points?

Admiral Bexsox., Yes, sir.

Mr. CoSTELLO. You do not want to enter into the controversy in
regarid to these other matters? There are other parts of the country
beslides New York. Admiral, it the Buttermilk Channel was dredged
to give you a sufficient depth, as far as the naval base there is con-
cerned, all the requirements would be met?

Admiral Bexsox. Under normal conditions.

Mr. CosTELLO, I take it that is what you are here for, to answer
these particular questions about getting in and out of the war vessels?

Admiral BExsox. Yes,

Mr. TrEADWAY, That being the case, Admiral, what is the distance
from where you get 40 feet down here below Governors Island up to
a point where you begin to get 40 feet a%niu in the river?

Admiral BENsoN. About how far is it

Mr. TrEapwaY. How far would it require to be dredged to get 40
feet through the Buttermilk Channel?

Admiral BExsox. About half a mile,

Mr. TrREADWAY. Then, by dredging about a half mile through the
Buttermilk Channel you can get 40 feet of water from the ocean, by
wag' of the Ambrose Channel, to the Brooklyn Navy Yard?

dmiral BExsox. Yes; I should say so.

Mr. TREADWAY. In other words, from the Battery up there Is ample
water ; I understood you to say there was 40 feet of water from the
Battery up?

Admiral Bexsox. If this channel were deeper, there is no questlon
about getting on this side, from the south. i

Mr. SMALL. In using Buttermilk Channel there, the deepening re-
quired would be to the extent of about a half mile, you say?

Admiral BExsox. Yes,

Mr. SMALL. And after leaving that stretch, going up the East River,
until you come to the navy yard, there is how much water?

Admiral Bexsox. It is about 40 feet, the least I find there.

Mr. Liee. Are you familiar with the guality of material at the
bottom ; Is it hard or soft in the Buttermilk Channel?

Admiral Bexsox. I understand it 1s soft; I do not know.

Mr. Liep. It could be dredged?

Admiral Bexsox,. T understand it could, sir.

Mr. HuLBgRT. Admiral, will you tell us what is the importance,
from a strategical standpoint, of the improvement of the East River
3”"0"1'1» the navy yard op through Ilell Gate and up into Long Island

ounil ¥

Admiral Bexsox. That is, from the naval standpoint, the strategical
value of the navy yard, we conslder it almost if not an absolute neces-
sity, in order to fully develop this position. For instance, not so much
the New York Navy Yard as Long Island Sound. Long Island Sound
has a tremendous strategic value from its position and the fact that
at the pastern end of Long Island Sound it is already fortified and is
susceptible of being protected at the entrance to it by mines and other
means, A

Mr. HuLserT. How long is Long Island Sound?%

Col. BuAck. The distance between the Sandy Hook entrance at the
southern end of New York Ifarbor and the eastern entrance of Long
Island Sound is about 110 mlles; practically it is 125 miles.

Mr. HuLBERT. And what is the greatest width of Long Island Sound?

Col, BLack. Fifteen or twenty miles,

AMr. HuneerT. What is the least width of Long Island Sound?
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Col. BrAck. The least width is at the two ends. At ome end, at
Throgs Neck, there is a width of 4,000 feet, with deep bays at the side.
Thence to the east the sound widens and continues wide until you get
to the eastern entrance, and at the eastern entrance, as I recollect it—
about 5i miies,

The Cnamemax. Follow on down the ma%': I think it shows that.

Col. BLACK., You can see that here is hw? Neck [indicating on
map], the western end of the sound. Throgs Neck Is 16 miles from
the Battery. Then it widens out into a very large body of water, and
at the eastern entrance is where the fortifications are.

Mr. HuLperT. I would like to ask a question, if It is proper for me
to do so. I do not want to §0 beyond the scope of what is proper
here. I would like to ask If there are desirable places on Long ?slaml L
Sound for the location of a navy yard and naval ship-building plant.

Admiral Bexsox. I think that there are, but, as I say, that is a ques-
tion that should be decided by a careful exmuilmtiun. by men who are
familiar with that particular phase of the work. I should think, from
the general conditions as I have seen them in passing there, that there
are places that would do for a navy yard very satisfactorily.

Mr. HrLperT, How many bridges are there below or south of the
Brooklyn Navy Yard?

Admiral Bexsox. Two.

Mr. HyuneerT. One is the Brooklyn Bridge and the other is the new
bridge known as Manhattan Bridge?

Admiral BexsoN. Yes.

Mr. HuLserT. If either ome of those brid were idestroyed and
blocked the channel of the East River, would it be possible for you to
take the large-draft dreadnauvghts through Hell Gate and Throgs Neck
and Long Island Sound and through the Race ont into the Atlantic

Ocean

Admiral Bexsox. I do not belleve it would. It would be one of those
cases where you ml]ght run the risk, but it would be too hazardous to
undertake. t would be absolutely unpardonable to attempt it except
in a case of absolute necessity. )

M.'r. HrneerT. Was there not a vessel taken through there some years
ago?

Admiral BexsoX. Yes; the Massachusetts ran through there.

Mr. Huneert. What is her draft?

Admiral BExsox. Twenty-five or twenty-six feet.

Mr, HrneerT, She is one df the oldest ships?

Admiral BExsox. One of the first.

Mr. HvrLeerTr. And after she went through was there not an order
issued by the Secretary of Lthe Navy directing commanders not to take
any vessels of that class or character through Iell Gate?

Admiral BExsoN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Hunsert, What i{s the minimum depth of the East River Channel
above the navy yard, If you know?

Admiral Bexsox. I do not know; probably 40 or H0 feet.

Mr. HrrLsgrT. You have referred here to the North River. For the
purpose of the record I would llke to have it appear that the North
River and the HHudson River are interchangeable terms.

Admiral Bexson. They nre:&e& sir.

Mr. HuLeerT. Can any of ese larger vessels, such as vessels of
the Arizona type, be accommodated at the present time in the Charles-
ton (8. C.) Navy Yard?

Admiral Bexsox. They could not. -

Mr. Hursert. Do you know what the average depth of the Delaware
River is up to Philadelphia Navy Yard?
thA{J,ml.ml Bexsox. I think you can count on 35 feet at high water all

e way up.

Mr. Boongr. IHow much at low water?

Admiral BExsox. I should think you coulid count on 30 feet.

Mr, BooHER. Then, low water at Philadelphia Navy Yard is about
as high as high water at New York Navy Yard, is It not?

Admiral Bexsox. At certain lpoirlts. For instance, in the Butter-
milk Channel, as I said, you could count normal high water at 32 feet.

Mr. BooHER. That is at New York?

Admiral BExson, That is at New York in the Buttermilk Channel,

Mr. Boouegr. Thirty-five feet at Philadelphia?

Admiral BExsox. At high water.

Mr. BooHER. At low water at Philadelphia it is 30 feet; what is the
low water at New York Navy Yard?

Admiral BExsoN. You mean the channel leading to it, I presume?

Mr. Boongn. Oh, yes.

Admiral BExsoN. In the Buttermilk Channel, as I =ay, there are
places as low as 27 feet, and in this channel here it is 28 feet.

Mr. Bcongnr. That is between Governors Island and the Battery?

Admiral BExsoy. Between Governors Island and the Battery.

Mr. Boougr. The low water at Philadelphia and high water at
Philadelphia is better than it is at New York, is it not, at the navy
yards?

Mr. HurLeenr, Of course, Judge Booher knows we just ap{:ropr!ﬂteﬂ
over £2,000,000 for the deepening of the Delaware River, anid have not
ﬁpmpriateﬂ anything in four years for the development of the East

Yer.

The CEAIRMAN. Let the admiral answer the question and then inter-
Jeet remarks.

Mr. BooHER. It does not do any harm to get all of these statistics
before the committee,

The CHAIRMAN. One at a time.

Mr. Booner. I want all of the facts before the committee, so they
can put it properly before the House.

Admiral Bexsox. As I said, T think you can count on 30 fect in
the channel normally. f course, when everything is mnormal you
can get 30 feet at the Philadelphia Navy Yard at low water.

Mr. Boongr. How much can yon count on when the same condi-
tions prevall at the New York yard?

Admiral Bexsox. I should say not over 28 feet.

Mr. Boouer. Under the
at the Boston Navy Yard?

Admiral Benso¥, I would have to look over the Roston charts.
As I said in the beginning, while I have taken the Ufah into the
Boston IIarbor, I have taken it into every other harbor along the
coast, and I would have to look at the chart to give you any exact
information. I woald not be willing to risk a positive statement
without consulting the chart.

Mr, Boongnr, Admiral, would it not be a good
ment, to have a navy yard properly equipped with a dry dock into
which all the larger vessels of our Navy could go, south of Hatteras?

Admiral BExsox. Yes I think so: yes, 1 do.

Mr. Boomer. Would it not be better for the vessels themselves,
for the men on the vessels, and for the Government if a navy yard

same conditions. what is the state of afairs

lan, in your judg-




5314

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

ApgIL 1,

was south of Hatteras and ome north of Hatteras, into which all the
hmveuelsconld?—thmcomln tromthenorthtoﬁhuma
north of Hatteras and those coming m the south to the dock south
of Hatteras?

Admiral BeExson. I understand you are only going to have ome
nai? yard?

r. BooaEr. T asked If it would not be better to have the two,
one to be located south of Hatteras?

Admiral BexsoN, I think we ought to have one on both sides. 1
think we ought to have at least one south of Hatteras and I think the
other should be north of Hatteras,

Mr. BooHER. Would it nmot be & good idea to put it at the place
north of Hatteras where we have got the best water conditions as to
depth, and so forth?

Admiral Bexso~x, You must consider the labor market and materials.
That is a very important adjunct.

Mr. HoreerT. Must you also not consider the present investment?

Admiral Bexsox. I think that should be. Of course, that is not in
my provinece, but I think It should be.

Mr. Booner. Taklng everything into consideration, would it not
be better to put the na lyards at a place where you ‘have |.g,'ot plenty
of water—Boston, Philadelphia, or Portsmouth—than to put it where
you have got to e s0 much for water?

Admiral Bexsox. I think that g:es without saying; if you can get
all éhc conditions as they should be, that is the place to put the navy
yard.

Mr, HurserT. May I interject? I will put it in the form of a state-
ment. I just want to eall attention to the fact that for the improve-
ment of the East River the total amount of money expended up to
the present time is $6,505,203, and no appropriations have been made
under the project of 1868 (70 cent completed) since 1012 ; that the
annual commerce s 46,558,605 tons, having an approximate value of

1,537,239,286, while for the improvement of the Delaware River
rom AIIthen Avenue, Philadelphia, to the sea the total amount
expended Is $21,187,000, and $5,388,5256 will be req?lred to complete
the project for a river haﬂni a commerce of 24,817,952 tons having
an upproximate valne of §1,033,220,869, and that last year the
Government expended on that river $1,278,039.89, as agalnst nothing
on_the East River, -

r. COSTELLO. In answer to Judge BooOHER'S tﬁ::stion about having
ideal conditions, or what you had In your mind about ideal conditions,
FPhiladeiphia could furnish those conditions as to labor, raw material,
and water facilities.

Mr. TrEapWAY, Include Boston and I will agree with you.

Admiral BexsoN. I would say, thout any hesitation, that I do
think that Philadelphia mssesses all of the qualifications for a first-
flass m]tlvsztl station, providing the channel is kept up in proper condition

0 reac 3

Mr. TREADWAY. Suppose I should ask the same question in regard to
Boston, what would be your reply to that?

Admiral BExsox. 1 think the ard possesses a great many of
the desirable features. It has the location to a certain extent; it is a
little nearer the position that the enemy’'s vessels eould take up on the
outside with modern gunfire, and its area is very restricted.

Mr, TrREaADWAY. Have you any Information, Admiral, ns to how nearly
completed the dry dock is in Boston?

Admiral BexsoN. They have just commenced it, and I think probably
it will take one and a half or two {ms to complete it.

r. TREADWAY. But you have already told me that when completed it
will be able to accommodate the largest vessels so far J:lannteg"
EO

oston

Admiral BExsoN. Yes, sir. Any vessel that woul rough the
Panama locks éould be accommodated in that dock.

Mr. HuLpenT. Admiral Benson, is there any harbor in the United
gtag:is Ot?f; than the New York harbor that has a double entrance and

onble ex

Admiral Bexson. I do not think we have any, sir.

Mr. HuLeerT. Do you consider that to be a decided advan in
hflmil oftthg’ navy yard and New York Harbor, as against Philadelphia
an 08ton

Admiral Bexsox. I think that this channel, if dred lgke-d to prafer
depth, regardless of the navy yard or the city of New York or Broo yn
or any other conslderatlon whatever exce?t the national defense of
the country, from the str:lteglc stm.:dpoint, s‘unemmp‘lsd on the ::oaat.

- -

Mr. CosTeLLo. Mr. HoLeerT in his remarks brought out the fact that
the Bast River has two entrances. The Government has considered,
and there is before the committee, a ject for the purchase of the
Delaware & Chesapeake Canal, and with the taking of that over by
the Government, and Philadelphia on the Delaware River, Chesa-
peake Bay would be commected up by that Iink, and that would give
an exit both by the Chesapeake Bay and Delaware River to the Atlantie

. -

L L] - - -

Mr, HoneerT. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania permit a ques-
tion? The Chesa e Canal Is a new project. t iz the estimated
cost of its completion?

Mr. CosTELLO. I can not answer that question. I do not know.

Mr. HuLeerT. Connect up the Delaware River with Raritan Bay, and
New York Harbor will have three entrances and three exits.

N )\Ir.YBUkn;;nss. Admiral, how long has this navy yard been located in
ew Yor

Admiral Bexsox. As I sald, about 100 years. I would have to con-
sult the records to get it exactly.

Mr. Bureess. Can you give me any rough figures of the total cost
of the yard up to date?

Admh;al Bexsox. You mean the yard and what it cost to man it, and
all that?

Mr. Buncess. Just rough figures, irtgou ean come near it.

Admiral BexsoN. That would be the wildest kind of a ess. To
begin with, I do not know just how many years, as I said before, it has
been in existence. The estimated value would be between 20.600.000
and $25,000,000, but part of the yard, as yon know, was sold off some
years ago, and whether that was a source of revenue I could not say,
and it wounld be an absolute impossibility for me to approximate what
it has cost the Govermment, but it must bave cost—as I take it you
would want all of the money expended on it, regardless of any er
consideration ?

Mr. Buraess. Yes.

: Ltdmiml Bexsox. That would be hundreds of milllons. I counld not
]

lan for national defense
e n tl}ba;hood of New
es

Mr. Epwarns. Have you coneelved a p
that would fail to Include a navy yard in
York that could be satisfactory and meet the nece

Admiral Bexsoxn. It might be possible, but not desirable.

Mr. HuLBerT. Admiral, you were ors&eaking of the difficulties awhile
ago of getting around from the N River to the navy yard, both
as to going utE: Buttermilk Channel, on account of the lack of
depth at certain , and through the other channel of East Itiver
on account of certain o ons. There are times, I suppose, when
a vessel might be in such a condition as to draw much more water than
ln.fgmi]raall rﬁndltlonsé sir ; she might be inj

m ExsoN. Yes, ; she m injored, and from our polnt
of view that is what we niways consider—that we ought to hnp:e a
depth of water that would allow s ship that had suffered underwater
damage and was drawing an abnormal draft to enter, and It woulil un-
doubtedly require a greater draft of water to get up there.

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose you had a depth of 30 feet. you eould car
the vessels you now have through the channel under ordinary conrmiong
I am not s g of vessels to be built in the future.

Admiral Brxsoxn, Yes, sir.
dlt’{'he'(,‘n.\mnm. How much water might one draw in a erippled con-

on?

Admiral Bexsox. We ought to have at least 1
Mr. Boonen. Wha g S

t is the condition of the river at Buttermilk Chan-
nel; is that soft bottom? i B
ﬁdﬂﬁml ansgsa X mlzge;gtda% t.g;t is soft.

r. BoonER. And cou out to get all the depth there you
want in a half mile, could you nof? & -

Admiral Bexsox. That s my understanding.

Mr. BooBEn. Have you ever estimated what the cost would be
dredge Buttermilk Channel and give you all the water you need to
up to the navy yard?

ﬁdmlﬁnl Buxsoi«. Ilﬁg\rﬁ;mtt. N the

r. Horeert. I wo e to ask the admiral if there is any other
explanation he desires to make. y

Admiral BENSON. As representing the Navy Department, I would
feel that I was neglecting what I came for, so far as the department is
concerned, if I did not insist that as loniu we have a New York Navy
Yard, with the dry dock prepared to do the work it is intended for, that
it is a pressing necessity that we should be able to get up there under
all conditiens. -

Mr. HuLBERT. Are there any dreadnaughis under construction at the
New York Navy Yard at the present time?

Admiral Bexsox. Two—at least, the California is nearing completion
there ; the Arizona is being constructed ; and Ne. 3 will be laid down
there during this %ear.

Mr. HuLBErT. What is thg draft of the California?

Admiral Bexsox. About 80 feet.

Mr. HurperT. And the Arizona.is 80 feet?

Admiral Bexsox. They are all that.

Mr, HuLseRT. And what is intended to be the draft of Nos. 43 and 4,
which are about to be laid down?

Admiral Bexsox. They are the same,

Mr. Trranpway. Is that the full capacity of the yard?

Admiral Bexsox. Practically, at” t. The Arizons has been
launched, the California will be launched this summer, and one of the
others will be 1aid down. K

Mr. TrEapwWAY. You have
the yard will accommodate?

Admiral Dexsox. Under present conditions.

Mr. HuLBerT. When the Cﬂ!foﬂﬂa is launched it will be possible to
lay down another on the wavs?

al BENsON. It will be pessible to lay down another on her ways
immediately on her being launched, and we are also anticipating pos-
8ibly trying to get the way for another.

r. HuiperT. So that you anticipate within the next year huving
three dreadnaughts of 30-foot draft or more under construction in the
Brooklyn Navy Yard?

Admiral BExson. The California, Arizona, and No. j3, all 830 feet.

Mr. HuLBERT. I not the California 31 feet?

Admiral Bexsox. I do not th it is.

Mr. TrEabWAY. Has there been any estimates as to the time of com-
pletion of the California?

Admiral Bexsox. There has been,
tainly within a year.

The CHAIRMAN, Admiral, what Is the diffcrence in draft of those bat-
ﬂ;shj % before the load i on and after the guns and equipment are
aboard ?

Admiral Bexsox. I suppose when they are launched they woull not
draw over 20 feet. The way we get at it is by tons per inch; about 91
tons weight on one of them causes them to sink in the water 1 inch.

The CnoaigMAN. Is there in contemplation the bullding of larger

uns_of heavier weight?

Admiril BexsoN. We are putting 14-inch guns on all these vessels
being bullt there.

The CHAIRMAN. That adds to the weifht. of course.

Admiral Bexsos. That adds to the weight ; but their ultimate weight
will be approxima what they were dcﬁgn
designed to carry 14-inch guns.

The CEHAmMAN. I was inquiring whether or not that woulld necessl-
tate deeper-draft v ?

Admiral BexsoN. They were designed to earry l4-inch guns; so that
their draft would be, as I say, 30 feet.

The CHAIRMAN. You do not have in contemplation building any ves-
sels that would draw more than 30 feet?

Al al BExsoX. Yes; the subjeet is under discussion; and, as [
m{f we have even contemplated building vessels up to 32 feet draft.

he CrAmMAN, You may have stated awhile ago, but how many
;esss]’s can you accommodate at the eame time at the Brooklyn Navy

ard ?

Admiral Bexsox. We only have one building slip there now—for
dreadnaughts—but in a recent report recelved from the yard they said
they had room there to build one more slip, provided the money were
appropriated—that they thought they could provide for one more sli
so that two ships would be on the building ways under construction,
and two alo de the fitting-out pler for completion, which would
practically mean four Bhitps under construction at the yard at the
same time, At present, of course, we only have the one bullding =lip.

The CHAIRMAN. Two for construction and two for the purposes of
fitting out vessels?

Admiral Bexsox. Yes, sir.

The CrAlMAN. After they have been launched?

Admiral BexsoN. After they have been launched they are completed
and then fitted out at that yard.

the Navy Department,

as many in the ways as the capacity of

We hope to comnplete her cer-

ed. to carry, and they were

Mr. SamALL, I understand you, representin
you express the opinion that an increase of depth of the entrance from
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the lower bay, elther via Buttermilk Channel or through the chanmnel
between Governors Island and the Battery, to 35 feet will answer the
purposes of a complete use and utilization of the navy yard?

Admiral BExsoN, Yes, sir.
2 'It“hc CHAIRMAX, If there is anything more, Admiral, we will be glad
o hear you.

Admiral BExsox. I think I have stated my case. There is only one
thing we would like you to fully understand—that is, we consider it
a pressing necessity to be able to get to the New fork Navy Yard
unger all conditions,

BTATEMEXT OF COL. WILLTAM M. RLACK, PRESIDENT BOARD OF EXGINEERS
FOR RIVERS AND ITARBORS, GOVERNORS ISLAND, N. Y.

The CHAIRMAX. What I wanted to ask you about first, Colonel, was
the cost of removing the obstructions in East River where the vessels
go out of North River to the navy yard.

Col. BLAcg, Yes, sir.

Mr. HuLeerT. May not Col. Biack take up each successive obstruc-
tion from the North River Channel up to the navy yard and loeate the
rocks to be removed and give us an idea of its extent and what it would
cost to take it out? ,

The CitamnymAaN. I wish to confine the investigaiion first to the matter
covered by the letter from the President.

Mr. HuLeerT. Up to the navy yard.

Col. BLACK. There are no obsiructions at all in the channel from a
point opposite old slip on the East River, east side of Manhattan, to
the entrance to the navy yard. The only obstructions that there are
in the channel itself are limited to Coenties Reef, southwest of that
slip on the East River and on a line between Castle Willlam and the
Battery on the west.

Mpr. HHoLeErT. Castle Willlam being on Governors Island?

Col. BrLack. Castle William being on Governors Island. There is
deep water all through here. I will show you a channel to-day which
has over 35 feet, if you will just follow my pointer. There is a channel
;lol\lw thirfugh the rock, but you can see the shape of it; a ship can not
ollow .

Mr. HuLeerT. It is like a letter “ 8."

Col. Brack. There [indicating] and right in the channel is a pin-
nacle rock having over it only 28 feet of water, and all around it it is
over 35 feet,

These obstructions here consist. first, of a rocky reef running out
from Governors Island toward this deep channel; another rocky reef
running out from the Battery, limiting the channel.

These are pinnacle rocks in the channel, and the reef called Coenties

Reef, lying in East River, a little way beyond it., The Coentics Reef
lles directly across the line of the present deep channel there [indl-
cating]. This material in these * reefs,” as we call them, iIs not very

thoroughly known. The reason is that in order to know it thorouf‘l’lly
you have to to a very large expense in making probings and borings
over the whole surface, and that expense has not been warranted yet,
for the reason that it has not yet been allowed biv Cong;gss. the
project not having been approved, but Coentles Reef has n gone
all over in that way, and it is almost entirely rock., There are 28.000
cubic yards of rock in Coenties Reef and only abount 5,000 yards of
soft material, so that is negligible. We believe, from the knowledge that
we have of pinnacle points sticking up and the knowledge of the forma-
tlon of the bottom of the East River elsewhere, that these reefs are
frregular rock surfaces, with the hollows filled in with hardpan, and
until we have money and the project is adopted, which will enable
us to bore over the whole thing, that is the closest deseription anybody
can give ; but we know there are rocky points sticking up in that.

B thtrs CHAIRMAN. IIas the process of sweeping been utilized to ascertain

a

(Col. BLACE. The process of sweeping will tell us how many protuber-
ances there are, but the course we have been compelled to follow in the
absence of a general II]aroject for the Kast River is to have a ship run
into one of these. e complaint is then made that there is an ob-
struction ; then we sweep to find the nature of the obstruction, and we
find the rock.

The CHAIRMAN. It has to Injure the ship first?

Col. BLACK. Yes, sir; that is the way the rocks are found in East
River. I am not joking, because only two weeks ago on Shell Reef the
advice came in that a ship had struck an obstruction where the water
was reported 19 or 20 feet deep, and It was supposed to be n rock.
Then, as is our duty, we went out to investigate and found pinnacle
rocks right there where the chart shows a greater depth, and the reason
the charts are wrong is no fault of the Coast Survey, but simply yon
can not loeate those rocks by sounding, and sweeplng each river is
expensive, and we are doing it as fast as we can, but it is slow.

On this Buttermilk Channel we have here [indicating] a reef of rock
sticking out. Separate projects have been made for the improvement of
the Buttermilk Channel and for the channel between Governors Island
and the Battery. The Buttermllk Channel is part compacted mud and
sand, some rock, and some soft materlal. The estimated cost of making
a channel through the Buttermilk Channel which would take up the
whole width between Governors Island and Brooklyn is, as I recall,

1,850,000, with $25,000 annually for maintenance. I would want to
ook up the figures to be accurate. There is a printed and recommended
project before you, so it is easy enough to tell from that. All T know is
that it is considerably more than it would cost to Improve and take ont
the reefs here [indicating the outer channel]l. The cost of removin
these reefs here and getting the 35-foot channel 1,000 feet wide, whic!
will afford 1,000 feet of channel with a depth of 85 feet at mean low
water and 1,100 feet in addition of channel with depths over 18 feet
of water, is $777,000. Nothing is estimated for malntenance, gince
experience so far has shown that stable conditions prevail.

he CHAIRMAX, You are speaking now of remo the obstructions?

Col. Brack. All obstructions here in this entrance of East River
directly off the Batt r{

Mr. SMALL. That gives an uninterrupted minimum of 35 feet from
the east to the navy yard?

Col. BLACK. Yes, sir. I am taking this whole thing, including Coenties
Reef, as one piece of work.

}\ilt 1!;.:11\!%:‘? Will you kindly describe the location of Coenties Reef:
poln on
" Col. BLACK. Coenties Reef is here [indicating], running that direc-

on.

Mr. SMALL. Opposite where?

Col. BLACE. Opposite Coenties Slip. The other reefs then start in a
littic to the south of that, right here [Indicating], this one coming
north from Governors Island; {his onec going soutfl from the Battery,
1eaﬁng this deep channel in between, which has some pinnacle rocks
n it.

Mr, Sararn. And the partial project you describe, giving a minimum
depth of 35 feet from the east up to the navy yvard, between Governors
Island and the Battery, includes Coenties Reef ?

Col. BLAck. Yes, sir.

Mr, SMALL. And it would cost $777,0007

Col. Brack, That is the cstimated cost we gave here.

Coenties Reef is about to be taken out, partly by the city of New York,
and the specifications for that work are in the bands of the Chief o
Engineers for approval, We hope to get them back and have the work
advertised for proposal within a very short time.

Mr. Syanr. How much has been appropriated for that?
been apﬁmpriato_d for that work by Congress in cooperation?

Col. Brack. Yes, sir. Congress has appropriated a sufficient sum,
but there was an anforiunate misunderstanding of just the meaning
of Congress, and the city of New York has appropriated $240,000,
and unless I ean get pretty good bids, which I am working for, and
which I have reason to hope we will get, we can not go into it, because
I do not think the city of New York, tied up with a subway and big
piers, can afford to give more than $240,000,

Mr. Smart, IHHow much had she ought to give?

Col. Brack. That is all she ought to give; but in order that I should
be able then to enter into contract at all for any of it, the contract
price must be low enough to have the $240,000 cover New York City's
share. make myself clear?

Mr. HunLBerr. For the purpose of the record, how much has Con-
gress appropriated for this work of removinF Coenties Reef?

Col. lljlucn:. Congress passed a joint resolution last year, authoriz-
ing t?la work to be done, and allotment has been made from the lump
sum for

Mr. HuLpeErT. Of how much?

Col. BrAack. 1 did not bring those figures with me: I ean find them
for ’yuu. I have; from the allotment and the aathorization from the
whole appropriation, available for this work the sum of $264,000, and
I did not expect to use it. The cost to the United SBtates would be in
the neighborhood of $150,000 or $£160,000—considerably less the
cost to the city of New York. In order that we can make a contract
at all T have got to get a price which will be less than $240.000 for
the city of New York's share, which is more than half the total cost.

Mr. SMALL. Have you gone sufficiently far to see what the probability
of gour getting such a bid is?

A 01@ B[ﬁ\cx. I did not put out specifications until I fonnd that out,

r. Small.

The CmatrMAY. Why is it costing New York more?

Col. Br.Ack. The reason is this, and I did not think it was appre-
hended—the rock is of that shape [indicating a flat cone]. The United
States takes down to the 35-foot depth, taking off the small top. New
br.‘l?f.lrk takes down there between 35 and 40 foot depth and gets the big

ase.

Mr. TREADWAY. You spoke of a misunderstanding as between the city
and Congress?

Col. Brack. No, sir; I did not speak of that. The misunderstand-
ing was between my office and the Chief of Engineers, but that is a
separate matter. 1 would be very glad to explain. However, all I

k is necessary now is that I have every reason to believe that
within the next month we ean advertise and that after the month of
advertisement we will be able to enter into a contract in accordance
with the terms of Congress for the complete removal of Coenties Reef.
$_¥;{rb0%:§uu.. How much will that reduce the original estimate of

[]
Col, Brick. I made mi

Has sufficient

estimate three or four years ago for
T77,000 for that whole thing. Since then, the State of New York
as passed a labor law and eml)loyer's lability law, which bears par-
ticularly hard on men engaged in dredging and excavating rock under
water. In addition to that, the prices of labor have gone ug very
materially, and I had put my estimates down to what I thought was
the lowest figure I possibly could at that time. I was very much in
hopes that the committee would not interrogate me too closely and
wonld let me have that little margin that I may get from Coentles
Reef, knowing perfectly well I will get the best contracts I could and
kee‘lp the prices down to the lowest, and I would have a little margin.
he CHAIRMAN. IHe is asking you with reference to the estimates.

Col. BrAck. That is it. I was just ssylné: 1 was hoping that ques-
tion would not be asked, and that you would take $TT7,001§ and forget
there was anything as to Coentles Reef, knowing full well that the
money would not be spent if not needed.

Mr. Frrar. Do you not think it best to let us work Intelligentlg?

Col. BLACKE. I am perfectly willing to tell the committee everything.

The effect of my work in New York, ﬁgcnt}lemen. has been to reduce
the cost of work of excavation each time, because I was convinced
that the price that had been id for rock excavation was too high.
The contractors complained a little, but I threatened to put my own
plant in and do a lot more things, and the result is I have been suc-
cessful in getting cheaper bids ht along.

You gentlemen ask ms what reason I had to believe that I could
get this contract made for Coentles Reef. The reason was just this——

(At this point informal discussion was had.)

Mr. KeTTser. There are two channels. One iz termed Buttermilk
and the one between Governors Island and the Battery—they have
been spoken of this morning?

Col. BLACE. Yes. "

Mr. Kerrser. Which one of those, in your opinion, is the greatest
good to commerce ? ;

Col. Brack. This one, because it is wider; the one between Gov-
ernors Island and the Battery will glve. in addition to a thousand-
foot channel, 35 feet deep, 1,100 feet of channel for vessels between
18 and 30 feet.

Mr, KETTSER. Then if the committee would undertake either one——

Col. Brack, I would strongly recommend this one [indieating].
Then there i3 another advantage about this one, and that is in all of
this work on the BEast River we had ever done in clearing away these
reefs there Is no cost for maintenance. It is permanent,

Gentlemen were speaking of the Delaware River. It is true they
have a 60-mile channel 30 feet deep, n pretty nice channel, of ample
width. But they have to dredge it each year; it will not hold. T
work in the East River is permanent. It is a removal of things which

do not come back.

Mr. KerTNER. The only work you think that it is absolutely neces-
sary in the interest of both commerce and the Navy would be this
£777,000 appropriation that you speak of?

Col. Brack. At this point [indicating Corlears Hook Reef] is a reef,
whizh aiso figures in our estimates, a rvef opposite the navy ward.

Mr. TrEADWAY. You said that this estimate of $777,000 was made

several years ago?
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Col Rruack. Yes, sir,

AMr Teeapway. And in the meantime we have appropriated money
to do away with Coenties Reef?

E‘.Iol. }‘imcx. Yea.Asié-. et . ot 1o

Mr 'TeEADWAY. And consequently e is a come and go mar
that $777,0007?

Col. Brack. Yes, sir.

Mr. ‘'reapway, But in view of the additional cost to which you
have referred, such as inereased labor, the liability law, etc., how
much differcence, do you take it, there would be in your estimate of
$777.000 if we were hrméln’g that estimate up to date?

Col. BLACK. 1 think were bringing that estimate up to date
T woald put pretty nearly the same 1 have now. One reason why 1
always hold my estimates low, at the risk of going back to
is this: When the contractor has commenced to reé on a mew piece
of work, the first thing he does is to take the eer's estimate, and
if the engineer's estimate is up in the air he will bid acco -
So, even at the risk of having come back—fortunately, 1 have not
done it—all my works are being completed inside of the estimate;
1 take the risk of coming back partly for the reason that if I put
my estimates high the econtractor will hid hig >

Mr. Tneapway., As I understand you, $250,000 will be expended on
Coentles Reef?

Col. Brack. No, sir; 1 have $248,000 available, belonﬁ‘l}n 1o the
TUnited States, of which I expect to spend $150,000, or may gx'w.ooo.

Mr. TrEADWAY. In other words, you would Increase the estimate
to-day for that work if you had it to do over again $150,0007

Col. Brack. Abouat that; about what would do for this Coenties Reef.

Mr. TrEADWAY, I would like to ?get that clear in my mind. What
project is this $7T77,000 item under

Col. Bracg. The general project for the mli;rnvcmpnt of East River.

Mr. HuneerT. T have a map here, Mr. Chairman, which has the
exact outline of what these rocks are, and perhaps it would be better
understood if you would look at this map.

Mr, Treapway., 1 would like to get It In my mind clearl
gards the relations between the project now in
a‘:&:mprlntlon. and the further ngproprinuon.
old project; that has been adopted?

Col. BLACKE. Which one?

Mr, TrEADWAY. This $777,0007?

Col. BLack, No, sir.

Mr. TrReaDWAY. But the Coenties Reef has? .

Col. Brack. That was last year by a joint resolution, and the
reason of that is because they are bullding a tunnel there, and it
would be dangerous to take the reef out after the tunnel has been
completed.

Mr. TreipwaY. Yes; but this $777,000 ﬂprcﬂ:ct—whe‘re does that

roject end and where does the so-calle st River project of

T77.000 begin?

Col. BLACK. The $777,000 Item is a part of the $13,000,000 proj’ect.

Mr. Tneapway. To what point does your $777,000 estimate run?

Col. BLack. From that slip to the deep water of the h!}fnllndlcanns].

Mr. TrEADWAY., In other words, the adoption of the $T77,000 project
would give 40 feet to the Brooklyn Navy Yard?

Col. BLACK. Thirty-five feet mean low water.

Mr. TrEADWAY. The admiral testified both sides above Governors
Island and below, 40 feet. You say 85 feet.

Col. Brack. T am only taking out 35 feet across these reefs.

Mr. TREADWAY. Other than at the reefs, the highest projections?

Col. Brack. Exactly.

Mr. Tupapway. Then you would, by the adoption of the $777,000
project, get clear 35 feet from here to the Brooklyn Navy ard at
mean low water?

Col. BLack. Yes, sir
mglr anmwu. If the wind does not blow it out more than ordi-

¥y

Col. Brack. The mean low water is the mean between the spring
and the neap-tide low waters.

Mr. Turapway., Does the ndog]ﬂon of that portion of the project
calling for the apropriation of this $777,000 carry with it the op-
tion of the entire East River project?

Col. BrLack. Not unless Congress so wills.

Mr. TrEADWAY. In other words, are we conslderln‘g_htwo separate
projects? That is what I am trylng to get elear. ether we are
mixing in the faet of getting water to the Brooklyn Navy Yard
gioth tgae further fact of ge 80 or 35 feet out to Long Ialand

Col. .Hucx. The original project that I had was to get d water
and good water from the deep water of the upper harbor to deep

water of the Sound.

Mr. Treapway, What do you call the “ upper harbor " ?

Col. BLAcgE. The upper y of New York. There are the upper
and lower bays [indica on the map]. The completion of the entire
project wonld get deep water from the ocean on the south to the deep
water of the ocean oposite the eastern end of Long Island, and in
making estlmates of required work the estimates for certain specific
points which T named were totaled. This is one of the specific points,
one of the items entering into the $13,000,000 project.

I had this strong hope that Congress would see its way clear to
aiflopt the project in full. and then allow the money to be expended
at the points where it was most needed, but under the circumstances
ﬂmh}: meTq;s to be c%m(!idnmd impgacticah[e. bt 14

: BADWAY. Under your hopes, &8s expressed, w! wou on
consider the first point needed ? »

Col. DracE. Gentlemen, here Is Long Island Sound [indicating];
here are the Narrows down there. The distance between : here, the
entrance to the Bound, and the entrance there, s about 125 miles.
roughly, outside. We have fortifications here [indicating]; we have
inner fortifications here at Throgs Neck.

Mr. TeEaDWAY. How far Is Throgs Neck from the naﬁyﬁrﬂ?

Col. BLack. About 15 miles, just at the end of East River.

Then we have fortifications here, right acress there [indicating], at
the eastern end of Long Island Seund.

Mr. HousErT. That is what you refer to as the * race.”

Mr. SwiTzER. -How long wo it take to do the work covered by this
$777,000 project? .

Col, Brack, Three years.

Mr. TrEapwaY., May I finish?

Col, Brack. There was one cther t I have not finished. There
is one other reef area, out at Hell te, which bars the passage into

as Te-
rocess, inclu i.nf this
hat, of course, is the

the Bound, and that is all. The estimated cost of remo that reef
area Is about $1,841,000, oL
) ‘ﬁ'&tﬂ%m[‘t;grt 't the Golng ba

. BLACE, ] cating on map]. ck to the
13,000,000 projfrc:% as reported on page 6 of ment 188, Sixty-

Co! . session, the items of work named In the table at

the foot of the page, which are necessary to do for the free movement
of the Navy in or out of New York Harbor, at both entrances, are the
first item : Work at and near Battery Channel, 1,000 feet wide, iTTT,228,
and the seventh and eighth items for $1,841,000.

Mr. BooHER. Is that the project we are talking about now?

Col. BLack. Yes, sir; the seventh and elghth items.

Mr. Frear. It would help us if you would point to it.
Col. BLack, These items cover the work of removal of the reef be-
tween Wards Island and Hallets Point.

The CHAIRMAN, Colonel, will you point the places out on that map?

Col. Buack. Right there [indicating on map]. If you will take that
House document, it is all there. It is these shaded portions right there.

The CEHAIRMAN. Where is the navy yard?

Col. Brack. The navy yard is here, where my stick is pointing.

The CHAIRMAN. You had a map with both?

Col. BLack., Here it is on this map éindlcatlng on blue print]. Here,
where f]ou see the spots of red is the $777,000 point.

Mr. HoLeerT. That is the first one?

Coming u

Col. Brack. That is the first one. the East River there

is the navy yard [mdieaﬁnsl: gglngoon out the t River there is the
end of Hell Gate, where the $1,000,000 work ought to be done.
The CHATRMAN. $1,800,000 work?

Col. Brack, Yes, gir.

Mr. HuLBERT. Where is the pot rock?

Col. BLack. Right in this same area I pointed out.

Mr. Tavror. I want to ask you one question, The President informs
our chairman of the commi that immediate improvement of

East River adgcent to Brooklyn Navy Yard should be taken up. Poin
with your stick what you constroe his meaning to be on the rt
Col. BLack. 1 am quite sure that he means this down here [indl-

cating], and he may mean this [indleating Corlears Hook Reef] as well.

Ir. TaYLor. Remembering what you bave available, if anything,
what should this bill contain to cover the idea expressed by the
President adjacert to the uavg

Col. Brack. I think he ha
of the river.

Mr, BurceEss. That is between Governors Island and the yard?

Col. Brack. Yes, sir, If yon should want to include an item of this
kind, you simply say for the item such and such page, such and such
document, to provide a through channel 35 feet, work at or near chan-
nel 1,000 feet wide.

Mr, TrREADWAY. That brings us rlsht back to the guestion
viously asked, which I do not still understand. Do you construe that
item as a possible item, irrespective of the adoption of the entire
East River project?

Col. BLACK. Yes, sir; it can be put in in elther wni Congress desires.

Mr. TeREADWAY, And you consider that the item that you have just
read is the one to which the President refers in his communication to
Mr. BPARKMAN?

Col. BrLack. That is my belief.

Mr. TREADWAY. You have given us a ver

yard ?
in mind purely the reefs at the mouth

Interesting description

of ce features of the led preparedness or national-lefense
Elroposltiun. Let me agk you whether or not, under our jurisdiction—
mean this committee—having to do with commercial navization,

this one item to which you have referred, called for $777,000, i~ not
the item directly applicable to navigation in connection with various
eubdivisions 7 .

Col., Brack. It is. One of the United Fruit steamers strnck
Coentles Reef a while ago.

Mr. TrEADWAY. We ought not to consider Coenties Reef.

Cel. Bracg. That is In this item.

Mr. TrEADWAY., What, in addition to the depth of 35 feet at Cocnties
Reef, will remain to be done of this §777,000 project when that project
is finished ¥

Col. Brack., About $700.000 worth of work will be reguired.

My, TrEaADWAY. What proportion of the entire project Is the Cocnties
Reefl project—I mean s one item?

Col. Brack. Perhaps one-gighth; I am not quite sure. It Is very
hard to get at it in that waﬁ{ Coentles Reef is a deep reef, anil you
can cut it off in deep cuts. ese others are shallow cots.

The CHAIRMAN. i5 considerably more than one-cighth, because it
is $250,000 out of nearly $800,000.

Mr. Samart. I understood the colonel to say the matter was made
difficult and indefinite on account of labor conditions and other con-

0Ons.

Col. Brack. I have allowed that margin to get through on.

The CHAIRMAN. In answer to Mr. TREADWAY'S suggestion, of rourse
it is very easy to a.dn?t that particnlar work and not eadopt the whole

on

project. We dld that when we took on the Coentics Reef by using
appropriate m‘fuage
ol. BLAocE. And if you are alluading, in your adoption, to this docu-

ment, the 'Ell:ce and the work to be .done is absolutely fixed on the maps

given in document.

The CHAIRMAN. The langnage can be framed to cover that,

‘Mr. TrEapwaY. T understand him to say so far as the $13,000,000
roject is concerned, the one section calling for this appropriation of
TT77,000 or thereabout, is the onme section having to do with the item
of commercial interest of New York.

Col. BLack. Not the one section ; it all has to do with that, but all of
itisv important commercial matter to New York.

Mr. TREADWAY. The exigencies which we are meeting hereabout and
which our eolleague has presented to this committee, looking toward

certain features of preparedness, would not a‘,pplly to mercantile projects
other than from the factor of fremrednem. am tryi iferen-
tiate in my mind between what is important in this project for com-

merce and what is important for preparedness.

Col. Bracg. For commerce the whole frrakct is important; for

repardedn"ess the two ends of it, the Hel ate and the Governors
nd end.

Mr. SMaLL. May I make a statement bhere, and follow it by a question,
with the hope of clarifying the situation a little? The Presiaeut has
asked that we include In this bill the improvement of the East River
adggent to the Brooklyn Navy Yard?

1. Bracg. Yes, sir.

Mr. SmaLL. You have stated, in angwer to a question, that

language

ou inter-
preted that wmmti:atmrta!tha!m rovement 1

ing from
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the channel between Governors Island and the

the Upper Bay throu
Sthere. ! cludes Coenties Reef, at an estimated cost of

Battery, and which
$T77,0007

Col. BLACE. Yes, sir. ]

Mr. SmaLL. Now, ﬂs;nn have found it difficult to estimate how much
the pending appropriation for the removal of the Coenties Reef would
reduce that o ?xml estimate ?

Col. BLACE, Yes, sir,

Mr. SMaLL. But you would bring it down to $700,0007

Col, Bracg. I think so.

Mr. SmarLn. Now, if this committee should undertake to inciude that
in this bill, how much of that $700,000 would you req how much
could you economically spend for the next fiscal year, or until the next
gver almd?harbur bill, which must be passed at the short session in

ecember

Col, Brack. I could not expend in that time over $200,000,

Mr, 8Smant. Then, further, you have also stated that while this was
an entire project from the Up Bay to the end of the River at
Hell Gate, that it had been divided and that this part, leading from the
Upper ll:hly to the navy yard conld be adopted as a part without adopting
as a whole.

Col. Brack. Yes, sir; that can be done.

Mr. SmaLL. So that if the committee should adopt this part of the
project it would only require an appropriation in this bill of $200,000.

Col. Brack. That is all the appropriation, but if you want to fet
the work done inside the figures, you would have to glve me author. ty
to make a continuing contract for the whole of it.

Mr. 8marn, For the whole thing?

Col. BrLAcE. Yes. Cash $200, , aml a continning contract for
about $500,000. That would enable me then to get the best bid.

The CHAIRMAN. Just one moment. Then, Colonel, in order to get
the larger ships to the navy yard, all that we have to take out is
Coenties Reef. Just point to the places where rocks are that should
be taken out to comply with the President's recommendation, and to
enable ships to .ﬁt into the navy yard with 35 feet of water.

ey

Col. BLACK. extend from a point here [Indiceating] to the
gouth of Old Slip right to a peint at the east end of the Battery,
this area here at I am coverlng with my pointer between the

Battery and Governors Island.

The CHAIRMAN. That re‘i.t’:;res about $730,000—8777.000 is given,
less whatever comes out? t 1s the item you refer to?

Col. BLACK. Yes.

Mr. BooHER. Colonel, I want to ask you a guestion as to Docu-

ment No., 44, Sixty-third Congress, first session, relative to the im-
wrovement of Buttermilk Channel. Now, you say that the eother is
tter. Why the change? - =

Col. BLACK. There is no change. You will find that both projects
are printed in the House documents of the SIxty-third Congress,
first session. The Buttermilk Channel report is in Document No. 44,
the East River report in Document No: 188. Both are Important
and much-used entrances to the East River. They were considered as
such, riported on by different people. Both are worthy of lImprowve-
ment. At some time both will be improved, and It is simply a question
which will be improved first.

- L] - L - . -

Mr. EpwarDS. Both are a menace to commerce now?

Col. BLAcK, Yes; and both are crowded.

The CHAIRMAN., You are correct in assuming that both will be
done, I think, because both are needed.

Col. Bracg, Yes. There is no question of that.

The CitammMAN. Buttermilk Channel will have to be deepened eventu-

ally?

&Jl BrAck, Yes; as certainly as anything can be.

Mr. Epwanrps. Why do they call it Buttermilk Channel?

Col. Brack. I don't know. It is said that at one time the cows
used to walk across from Governors Island to Brooklyn. I don't
know whether that has anything to do with it or not.

Mr. BooHER. Now, you refer to that navy yard there as New York
Navy Yard and then as Brooklyn Navy Yard. Are they both the same?
mL;;.-I. lﬁ.&cx. Both the same. The New York Navy Yard Is situated

rooklyn,

Mr. BooHER. I asked that because I didn't think there were two
navy yards there.

Col. BLACK. Just the one

The: CHAIRMAN. If was at one time called Brooklyn Navy Yard,
becanse Brooklyn was not In New York City then.
> Mdr. Epwarps. It used to be always Known as the Brooklyn Navy

ard.

- L I - - - L] -

Mr. HureerT. I want to ask you if the ferry boats operating be-
tween New York and Brooklyn and New York and Staten Island do
not make almost exclusive use of the Buttermilk Channel route?

Col. BLACK., The greater numbers operating from the south fe g0
thmu%b the Buttermilk Channel. One line which runs to Staten Ers{and
sometimes goes this way and sometimes the other way.

Mr. HuLBERT. Isn't there a greater amount of small boats passing
through Buttermilk Channel than through the channel between the
Battery and Governors Island? :

Col. BLACK. No; there is not a greater emount in quantity but rela-
tively to the width of the channel there is. The maximum channel
that ean be obtained through the Buttermilk Channel is 1,000 feet,
{%}]la ;hetchannel between Governors Island and the Battery can have

e

Mr. HULBERT. So that the development of Buttermilk Channel to the
;::ltunglon of the other wonld create greater interference with small

81

Col. BrAcKE. Yes.

Mr. HurLBErT. Have you a statement of the amount of money ex-
pended by the loeal interests for the improvement of East River?

Col. BLACE. I have one that is not up to date. It was prepared in
;lu;i'. 1913, by direction of the Chief of neers.

r. HULBERT. You spoke of the necessity of improving Hell Gate
and Potts Rock, and I want to ask what is the smallest amount of
money, or what is the greatest amount of money that you could expend
in the improvement of those places within the next year?

Col.. BLACE. ’I!.he¥ are very close together, and there should be only
here, and they wounld nmot spend more than $300,000

one Rlant working
or $400.000 a year.

Mr. HurBerT. So that considering the Improvement of Hell Gate,
with respect to {;Ivin.g us an outlet to the ocean to the east of Long
Island, and the improvement of the reef off the Battery, giving us an

outlet from the navy to the ocean to the west of Lond Island,
which would make navigable the whole East River from the Upper Bay
to the sea for the larger vessels, you would require an appropriation of

00,000 and a continuing contract in the case of the ower reef of

010,000, and to Hell Gate and Potts Rock of how much?

Col. BLACK. If T could get $400,000 or $500,000 for that—T don’t
think it Is advantageous or that anythln(ﬁ)owould be gained making
a contract for more than $500,000 or £ ,000. No con can be
made for amounts greater than have been authorized by Congress,
Therefore the amount appropriated, or authorized by econtinuing
contract provision, should be the amount necessary to obtain ndvan-
tageoua bids. In the case In question, since the estimate is $1,841,000
thmtl-.tasemute appropriations of $6L3,000 each would secure good
results,

Mr. HrrperT. You don’t think it advisable that the whole project
should be adopted with an authorization at this time for the com-
ﬁ“ﬁfﬁmm of work at the Battery, and at Hell Gate, and at Potts

Col. Braer. If that were practicable. I understand that there are
objections against the adoptien of the entire A’nmject at this time. It
would be very advantageous if it were adopted in its entlrety, beecanse
every once In a while we find a rock In the East River which shonld
be removed promptly. The adoption of the complete project would
enalble the most advantageous use fto made of whatever sums
might be appropriated annually. Further, it is expected that the con-
tract prices will vary from e to time, and that while the entire
work can be completedt within the estimate, the actual cost of work
included in any one of the items given on tPnge 6 of document 188 may
be somewhat greater or less than the estimate for that item.

Mr. Hurpenr. In other words, if the whole project for the improve-
ment of the Fast River were taken on at this time, it would leave you
free to nd the appropriation of Congress to remove these obstrue-
tions, which are not now easily discoverable, but which are turned up
from time to time by injuries resuiting to frelght steamers and pas-
senger steamers?

ol. BLACK. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN, Any further questions? €apt. Kpapp is here.
Would you: like to make a statement, Capt. Knapp? We would be

glad to T you.

Mr. HunLeeERT. I would like to have a statement fram Col. Black,
as a matter of record. I am to refer to this map, and I want
Egi call Coli Black’s attention the piers which: are represented on

8 map:

Col. gmmc. Plers 4, 5, and 6 are used for barge traffic. Plers T to
14 are used mainly for coastwise lines. The Ward Line people are
making very many improvements at their piers, 13 and 14.

Mr. HULBERT. is rock that you hawve just been speaking about, the
removal of which will cost im the nelghborhood of $700, . projects
in front of plers 4, 5, and 6, and when, that rock is removed,
will be possible for the city of New York, by deepening, to get the
deeper draft vessels up to pler 4.

i Loé. TBucx. At present no deep-draft vessels use any pler between

and T.

The CrammyMax. Any further questions? Capt. Knapp Is here. Would
you like to make a statement, Capt. Knapp?

STATEMENT OF CAPT, H. 8. KNXAPP, UNITED STATES NAVY,

Eﬁ" Exapr. I have very little te add, eum that I do not think

Benson. per! made plain all the culties that we have
in getting through this &\.::nent channel between Geovernors Island
and the Battery. In the t place, this range over here [peinting to
range of channel just mentioned] is a misernble affair, ow to the
formation of the land. There is & low front range mark on the whart
and & high back range mark on the Hotel Margaret, and veéry fre-

uently a mist will cut out the lower range. In the second place the
eep-witer channel is very narrow, and in the third place there iz a
large amount of traffic around there [pointing to channel]. I have

myself been in a ship in this channel when we had to stop and back
to avoid a tow that was being swept down the tide across our bow ;
and to stop a large vessel in a narrow channel with cross currents is a
dangerous thing to do. Finally, to. avoid Coenties Reef in entering
it is necessary to go over quite close to the Drooklyn shore, and then
::Tkp a comallurahle turn in erder to go under the bridge and approach

e navy yard. -

If I may add a word about the navy yard. A number of questions
have been asked about that. The yard Is there. It is not adequate In
area for the growing needs of the Navy. But if we had an appropria-
tion at this moment for a new navy yard and the site all picked out, we
would still have to use the existing yard for many years, because it
takes a long time to build up a new yard and get :u{ itz utilities jn. -
Bo, lﬂokin;; at the approach to the navy yard as a practical guﬁStion.
whatever is done about a new site for a navy yard, if that should be
deciiled on later, we have got to count for a great many years ahead
upon using every facility of the existing yard in Brooklyn.

The CHRAmMAN. Your statement might or might not suggest some
intention of moving that navy f'mr(l or discontinuing it Iater on.

Capt. Kxarp. Well, sir, that was brought out, as I understood, in
previous testimony.

The CHAamMaN, You are referring to

Capt. Kxapr. Yes; but whatever Is done and whether we have a
new yard on o new site, we have got to use the present navy yard for
a long time, and it should be a place whose approach is safe.

Now, as a naval officer handling a ship, if this [ ointing to Butter-
milk Channel] was a perfectly good channel I wou refer {t, because
it is a comparatively straight channel; but still, with Coenties Reel
removed, the channel north of Governors Island will be ger]mps as
straight as the other. At any rate, as I understand the scheme given
by Col. Black, the removal of Coenties Reef .will make a perfectly safe
aml practicable channel from the south to the navy yard.

There has been a very unfortunate side to the lack of depth awl
width of channel on the way to the navy yard in this fact—that two
shl.Ps are about all that can go up on a tide. There are times; espe-
clally in the winter, when there is onl{eone-daylight tide » day, strange
as it may seem. I have known it to the case when it was most de-
sirable to get a number of ships into the navy yard as quickly as possi-
ble, that owing to the fact that the ships had to go through within a
Hmited time—about slack water—and 1o the fact that there was only
one daylight tide—only one, or perhaps tweo ships at most would get
up to the navy yard in one daf. We do sadly nesd an improved chan-
nel to the navy yard, one making approach ssible at any time as far
as depth and width of channel are concerned.

The CHAIRMAN, Anything else?

revions questions?
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Capt. Exarp. There is one thing that I may mention which has
been  recommended by the General Board of the Navy: That the
depth from the sea to all of our naval stations ghould be 40 feet. That
1s a question of what should be, of course, and not of immedilate actlon,
That recommendation has been agproved by the Navy Department as
its hile 35 feet is better than anything we have now, it
would not, I think, certainly take care of a wounded ship, as our bat-
tleships are now designed. A wounded dreadnaught might easlly draw
37 or 38, perhaps 40, feet.

Mr. HULBERT. A reading of this record, Mr. Chairman, will
evidence the fact that the proposition that has been presented in
this bill is not as well understood as might be the case if all of
the gentlemen had the opportunity to grasp the physieal situ-
ation that is presented in the case. For instance, it was empha-
sized by one of the gentlemen at that hearing that five or six
of the capital ships of the Navy had oceasion to enter the East
River to go to dry dock in the Brooklyn Navy Yard perhaps
four or five times a year, making a total of about twenty-four
times for those ships. So I wrote to the commandant of the
Brooklyn Navy Yard, and I desire now to read a letter which
I received from him, giving the exaect particulars with regard
to that situation. The letter is dated March 3, 1916, and is as
follows:

UNITED BTATES NAvY Yamp,
XNcw York, N. Y., March 3, 1915.

Ay Dean Mi., HuLpert: [ have just returned from duty in Washing-
ton for one or two days, and find your letter of February 29 uk‘l.n§
information as to the ordinary tonnage of naval vessels passing to an
from the navy yard, and this with a view of affording you data in con-
nection with the provisions in the rivers and harbors bill for removing
Diamond Reef, off the Battery, in the channel north of Governors
Island. The Diamond Reef, as you know, lles in the way of the North
Channel, whereas the navy-yard ships are nsln% the Buttermilk Channel
at present, and probably must continue to use it for some time to come,
and consequently I hope your interest includes the dee&enmg of the
Buttermilk Channel as the immedlate necessity for providing free access
for Jdeep-draft capital ships of the Navy to and from the navy yard.

I might state in that connection that the Buttermilk Channel
can only be used at high water; and as high water comes twice
in 24 hours, and once at night, therefore the channel can be
used only once in 24 hours, and then for a period of about 30
minutes.

Data compiled in this office shows the number of vessels plloted to
and from the navy yard during the last elght years and is quoted below :

O e ]
1909 ——— DS
1910 442
1911__ 4156
1912 456
1913, S 418
1914 - 416
1915 eea 402

Evidencing the fact that there has been an increase of approxi-
mately 25 per cent in the last eight years. Yet, in spite of that,
I want to call the attention of the House to the fact that since
the year 1912 there has not been a dollar appropriated for the
improvement of the East River at that or any other point.

These figures show not only that in 1908 we were piloting more than
gumcs\'essel per day, but that in 1915 we piloted 90 more ships than in

)8, -

It should be noted further that the pilot's services are required almost

exclusively for large vessels, so that these figures quoted above apply

in large measure to the heaviest ships.

These heaviest ships are increasing in tonnage from year to year with
‘rach new vessel launched ; and while the earlier dreadnaught displaced
20,000 tons, those bullding to-day will displace 32,000 tons.

) I have quoted these tonnages as a more direct answer to your request
for the same, but when sgm.k!ng of the depth of water in the channel
it occurs to me that the draft of ships is more pertinent, and I would

say that our large vessels, such as are referred to above, draw 29, 30, and

31 feet, as clrcumstances may require, and these drafts necessitate

plenty of water in the channel, certainly not less than 35 feet at low

water, if we are to enjoy the facllity for handling vessels in and out
of the yard without restriction as to the depth of water in the channel,

And I would say that at this time the depth of the channel
in the East River at this point is only 26 feet, whereas the
average depth of the vessels is 20, 30, and 31 feet, so that they
can be brought in there only at high tide.

Indeed—

The letter continues—

one collier arrived at the yard drawing 33 feet, and could only be
brought at exceptionally high tide. Nor is it a question of whether
we wish to take cne or more vessels out of the navy yard at one time,
but rather a matter of military necessity as, for instance, on an
oceasion when the fleet might be suddenly called to action from a
period of docking or fitting out in the navy yard, since, under present
conditions, we are many times restricted to taking out only one ship
a day aud, indeed, only within the last few months we were unable
to tauke even one ship out during a period of several days, and this
for the reason that long-continued westerly winds had kept even the
high tides so low that we dared not venture the channel.

On another occasion three dreadnaughts were detained at Tom?-
kinsville for several days, waiting for the westerly winds to permit
of higher tides.

Nor does any of this touch upon the even deeper water that would
be necessary for bringing to the yard a ship wounded in action, leaking,
and perhaps at abnormal draught.

It is mge earnest hope that as an urﬁent item of national defense,
you may successful in representing these facts before the Congress
with such conviction as to carry the appropriation.
Faithfully, yours,
N. R. UsHER,
Rear Admiral, United States Navy,
Commandant, Navy Yard and Station.
Hon. MorraY HuLeerT, M. C,,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D, C.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HULBERT. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The New York Navy Yard
item was placed in the bill very much at the instance of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Hurserr], who is now ad-
dressing the House?

Mr. HULBERT. And of my colleague [Mr. FITZGERALD].

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. It had the indorsement of the
President of the United States?

Mr. HULBERT. And of the Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. And it was the only excep-
tion, so far as new projects were concerned, admitted into the
bill by the Rivers and Harbors Committee?

Mr. HULBERT. It was.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The only new project in the bill?

Mr. HULBERT. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Now, that being the aectual
condition with respect to this New York item, the merit of which
I concede, does the gentleman intend to support the river and
harbor bill as written? .

Mr. HULBERT. I am not in a position to answer that ques-
tion at this time. I want to state that when the bill came up
in the committee I did not vote to report it out. There are
items in the bill to which I objected in committee, and I did
not vote to report it out because I desired to reserve the
right to vote upon the floor to strike out any provision of
the bill which I do not believe a Member of the House in con-
science can support.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. There being other meritorious
projects not admitted to the bill by reason of the action of the
committee prior to the visit of the gentleman to the White
House, I want to know, now that the New York item is in the
bill, and properly in the bill, whether the gentleman intends to
support the bill?

Mr. HULBERT. I propose to support every item in this bill
which a majority of this House determines to be an honest,
equitable, proper provision,

Now, the gentleman has directed my attention to the letter
of the Secretary of the Navy which precipitated this action
on my part, which letter was addressed to the Speaker of
this House under the date of December 21, 1915, and was never
brought to the attention of the Rivers and Harbors Committee
until I brought it up at the close of the hearings on this bill.
That letter was permitted to slumber in the office of the chair-
man of the committee and never was brought to the attention
of any individual member of the committee, so far as I know,
until it was mentioned to me by the Secretary of the Navy and
brought by me to the attention of the committee.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. FITZGERALD].

Mr. PFITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I very rarely discuss
tariff matters. As illustrated by the remarks of the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. HumpHREY], anything can be dem-
onstrated from figures on the tariff. The gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. HuampHREY] is not a notorious exception to the rule.
He has shown that he ecan establish any position, regardless of
the facts, to meet the peculiar exigency of his situation.

I have a table on imports from the official records of the
Treasury Department to which I wish to refer. It will to some
extent explain what I shall have to say upon the river and har-
bor bill and my justification for certain conclusions which I
ghall reach. %

It appears that in the fiscal year 1911 the value of the free
imports was $776,972,509; in 1912, $881,670,830; in 1913, $087,-
524,162; in 1914, $1,127,502,609; in 1915, $1,033,526,675. The
percentage of free imports in those years was, in 1911, 50.88 per
cent; in 1912, 53.95 per cent; in 1913, 54.47 per cent; in 1914,
59.53 per cent; in 1915, 61.70 per cent.

So that under the Democratic tariff bill the volume of free
imports was much in excess of the free imports under the Payne
bill and the value of the dutiable imports considerably less.
In the fiscal year 1911 the value of all imports was $1,627,-
226,105; in 1912, $1,653,264,934; in 1913, $1,813,008,234; in
1914, $1,893,925,657 ; in 1915, $1,674,169,740, or $200,000,000 less
than in the fiscal year 1914, Yet it is insisted that the imports
are greater now than in previous years, and that they have been
increasing instead of falling off.
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Duty collected
Free impor Per cent | Dutiable im- | Per cent | Total imports, Average
Blgcal youc-~ = il - ports. | dutiab value, | °Beomsump- | ")

Per cent.
10 = ses i~ S R e A e e e A e £776, 072, 500 50.88 | §750,253, 506 40.12 | $1,527,226,105 | €309, 581,044 0.203
R e e L R M e B S S S R s e 881, 670, 830 53.05 771,504, 104 46.05 | 1,053,264, 934 304, 507, 085 .184
T RTINS T T P TeN TIE RS SR LA N VI 987,524,162 54.47 825, 484, 072 45.53 | 1,813,008, 234 312,252,215 .172
I o i e T T e A L e R 1,127, 502, 609 50.53 766, 422, 958 40.47 | 1,893,925, 657 353, 511, 564 |- .149
TN et A A M L g WA B L =R A e K T L 1,083, 526, 675 GL.70 640, 643, 065 38.30 | 1,674,160, 740 205, 754, 004 123
Imports for the last five years for the subdivisions noted | and emphasizing the necessity for this Improvement. These

below were as follows:

Countries. 1911 ]z 1913 1914 1915
£10, 956,200 | §17, 088, 534 | $23, 705,010
592, 866, 584 , 602, 868 | 614,354, 645
361,943, 650 , 309, 354 | 473,079,7
217,734,620 | 222,677,075 | 261, 459, 563
276,404,777 | 286,052, 486 | 247,770,103
37,543,441 | 42,144,398 | 52,522,552
26,425,344 | 19,149,470 | 24,953,081

The tax on consumption in 1911 was 0.203 per cent; in 1912,
0.184 per cent; in 1913, 0.172 per cent; in 1914, 0.149 per cent;
and in 1915, 0.123 per cent. So that under the Democratic
law the tax on consumption has been very greatly reduced and the
value of imports free of duty has been very greatly increased.
These are the facts available to the gentleman from Washing-
ton, which completely demolish his argument; but his peculiar
use of facts explains, perhaps, the statement in the minority
report that he submitted to the House on the pending bill, and
to which he had five of his associates on the Republican side
subseribe. The report contains this statement:

We regard the inclusion of the item in the bill giving $700,000 for
the improvement of the East River, N. Y., as plain, political favoritism
and without justification. The committee voted that, owing to the
condition of the National Treasury and in compliance with the wishes
of the President, no new projects shonld be carried in the bill. This
rule, after it was adopted, was violated by taking on the above item, it
being the only new project carried in the bill, and it is worthy of note
that the majority, that had favored the rule in the first place, largely
at the suggestion of the President, was willing to violate it because of
influence coming from the same source.

That is a very extraordinary declaration for a Member of
this House to make—that the President of the United States,
pretending that an appropriation was essential for the national
defense, used that subterfuge for a purely political advantage.
The gentleman from Washington knew that his statement was
not justified by the facts. This matter had been called to the
attention of Congress in a communication addressed to the
Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate on the
21st of December, 1915. The letter is as follows:

DecEMBER 21, 1915,
The PRESIDENT OF THE SEXATE.
81t : I have the honor to invite your attention to the serious condl-
tion existing at the navy yard, Brooklyn. N. Y., in so far as tains to
the depth of water in ship channels leading thereto. There is not suffi-
clent water in these chamnels to insure the entering or leaving of a
first-class battleship at all times.

At present only one battleship can be handled per day, and then only
rovided the weather conditions are normal. If the ds are such as
0 blow the water out of Ne'v York Bay, then the depth of water in the

approach channel 1s not sufficlent to safely navigate a large ship. As

an llustration of this condition, the following is noted :
On Novem » the U. 8, B. Texas (one of our new first-class
battleships) was md{h 0 leave the yard, the prevailing northwest

ds had so reduced the depth of water in the Bu ilk nnel that
even at high water there was not sufficient depth to insure her leaving
the yard in safety. This ship, therefore, was forced to remain in the

navy yard for over 24 hours.

This condition is a serious one and might cause grave complications.
I understand there are two prngos:.tinnn before Congress—one provid-
ing a channel 35 feet deep and 1,000 feet wide in Buttermilk nel
and the other morth of Governors Island up the Bast River through Hell

ate. The second would provide for ships ing from the {!eu'd to
lower New York Bay or to the Sound, a condition hthly desirable from
%hstrategic pg.int of view. Either project will provide for free access to
® NAVY Far

The increase in size of ships has not yet reached its limit. Through
injuries received in battle, a ship could readily be drawing more water
than normally at a time when ‘'t was most ne to dock her.

It is therefore most urgent that an approach channel to the New York
Navy Yard be maintained of not less n 35-foot depth at mean low
water and 1,000 feet wide, and I can not too strongly urge the serious
attention of Congress to this matter,

Sincerely, yours,

JosEPHUS
Becretary

DaNTELS
of the Navy.
(Similar letter sent to the Speaker of the House.)

In it the Secretary of the Navy points out the necessity for:

certain improvements of immediate importance, as a matter
imperative for the public defense.

On the 19th of January, 1916, he addressed another commu-
nication to the Speaker of the House, reiterating his position

letters came to my attention, and upon making inquiry I ascer-
tained that the Committee on Rivers and Harbors had deter-
mined not to include in the pending bill items that are known
as new projects, and that that determination had been reached
after a conference with the President, when it was agreed upon
as a matter of policy because of existing conditions.

I called the attention of the President to the situation, and
pointed out that such a rule, in view of existing conditions,
could not be justified; that if this Congress were to be asked
to expend very large sums in order to perfect the defenses of
the country, that an item pointed out by the Navy Deparitment
as absolutely essential from the standpoint of the Navy could
not be excluded from consideration because of such a hard and
fast rule. i

The importance of this matter was presented to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors by Admiral Benson. He stated in the
hearings before the committee that while he had frequently
taken vessels in and out from the navy yard, he had always done
it with the utmost anxiety, fearing on every occasion disaster
to vessels under his control.

Yet the gentleman from Washington, with that peculiar bit-
terness which characterizes all of his utterances in the House,
in the minority report filed on this bill in which he discusses
this one item, attemrts to make it appear that there is no
justification whatever or any necessity for the provision, but
that the President had indulged in cheap, dishonest partisan
politics for some personal or party advantage.

In his remarks yesterday the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Treapway] stated that—

The enly emergency existing is, before another river h&gd harbor bill

is prepared there is to be a national election. The ing does not
contain any evidence whatsoever

olng to show that this appropria-
tion need be made at the present lg.me.

Not only do the hearings show the absolute necessity of the
initiation of this work and for the removal of certain rocky
shoals that are now a menace to navigation of battleships or
other large naval vessels going into the navy yard, but Col.
Black, when he appeared before the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors, was asked how much of the total $700,000 required
for this work could be used prior to the enactment of the river
and harboz bIll at the next session of Congress, and in reply to
that question stated that he could not expend in that time
more than $200,000; but that if the work were to be done within
the estimates which he had made authority was necessary for
contracts for the entire work. The provision in the bill is in
strict accord with his recommendation. It makes a cash ap-
propriation of $200,000, with an authorization for continuing
contracts for $500,000 additional.

This is one of two isolated parts of a great project imperative
to be done at this time. The last gress authorized the re-
moval of Coenties Reef to a depth of 35 feet provided the city
of New York would provide the money necessary to produce a
depth of 40 feet. It will cost the Federal Govermment to
obtain a depth of 35 feet about $160,000, and it will cost the
city of New York $240,000 in order to get the additional 5 feet.

And yet, in view of all the information before the committee,
six members of the minority seeking in a desperation to obtain
some political advantage, have attempted to place this entire
matter upon the plane of pure political expediency.

Yesterday the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TrEAD-
waY] stated that he believed that this was an Important and
desirable improvement, that it was a necessary improvement,
that it was a meritorious improvement, and that his only
objection to it was that it should have been included in this
bill, while an item in which he was interested for the harbor
of Boston was excluded.

Mr. Chairman, that is a justifiable argument, but the gentle-
man from Massachusetts is one of those members who in addi-
tion to filing minority views upon this bill himself joined with
those other partisans on that side of the House in which he

said he regarded this item as plain political favoritism and
without justification.
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The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New York
has expired.

Mr. SPARKMAN,
more.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Let me read what the gentleman stated
about it so as to eompare the two statements.

In his speech yesterday the gentleman stated:

It will thus be seen that my opposition to the New York project is
not one of opposition to its intrinsic merits, but rather to the method
in which it comes before the House in the present bill. Political
partiality has beea shown this project by the administration

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FITZGERALD. 1 yield for a question.

Mr, TREADWAY. I wanted to ask the gentleman if he con-
sidered the way in which it was included in the bill was right
and proper in view of the method that we employ in the com-
mittee to make up the bill?

Mr. FITZGERALD. It was the only way it could have been
gotten in. I have stated what the facts were, There is nothing
te conceal, It was believed desirable by those in charge of the
administration that new projects should not be included in this
bill. The naval experts for a number of years have been point-
ing out the necessity for this improvement. The Secretary of
the Navy addressed two communiecations to the Congress empha-
sizing the necessity of commencing it at once ns a matter essen-
tial for ‘the safety of naval vessels. I took the matter up with
the President. Does anybody find fault with that action? Is
it a crime to discuss n matter of vital importance to the port
of New York with the President of the United States? Upon
stating what the facts were he very frankly expressed the
opinion that this matter was one of such extraordinary im-
portance, sc¢ vital to the defense of the country, that exception
should be made in its favor, and as a result gentlemen see
phantoms and ghosts. I heard it rumored—I looked for it in
some of these statements—that the President had made a po-
litical bargain with me as a result of which Democratic Mem-
bers from New York were to support matters in which he is
interested.

I am glad that gentleman did not have the temerity to make
any such statement as that publicly, The Democratic Members

I will yield the gentleman three minutes

from the city of New York will give this President and this.

administration as loyal support as Members of Congress from
any section of the couniry. They appreciate the splendid man-
ner in which he is administering public affairs. They realize
the benefits that the people are deriving from this Democratic
administration. They know that he has earned and has won
the respect and confidence, and deserves the support of the
country, and they know that that confidence and respect will be
expressed this fall by votes so substantial and by majorities
so overwhelming that it will silence forever these narrow, petty,
partisan critics of a man who retains his poise under such an
unwarranted attack and continues to merlt public approval by
I]iI? d]lsinterested public services. [Applause on the Democratic
side. 2

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ScHALL].

Mr. SCHALL. Mr. Chairman—

Truth crushed to earth shall rise again—
The eternal years of God are hers;
But Error, wounded, writhes with pafn,
And dles among his worshippers.

I wish to add my little in assistance of the burial by asking
unanimous consent to exfend my remarks in the IRREcorp upeon
the well-worn subject of protection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I yield now
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, MAxN].

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection. ;

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I make the
same request.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

AMr. SPARKMAN, Mr, Chairman, I yield 25 minutes to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Sararv].

[Mr. SMALL addressed the committee, See Appendix.]

Mr. SPARKMAN. T yield to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. Lies].

Mr. LIEB. Mr. Chairman, this is the third time a river and
harbor bill has been brought before the House since I have

been a Member of this exalted body. On the two previous
occasions I felt it my duty to address the House in favor of the
pending measures, Now that it is my privilege to command
the worthy aims of legislation for rivers and harbors, as pro-
posed for the third time within my own experience, I feel it
more than ever my duty to say a few words.

I hope the House will pass the bill in its present form. The
committee, of which I am a member, has worked long and tire-
lessly to shape up a measure that would meet existing needs, at
the same time having in mind the question of economy. The
committee took into consideration the present condition of
the Treasury; it weighed long and carefully every item, ever
with a view of the resources, conditions, and prospects of stimu-
lating navigation in the particular section where money was
to be expended. The work has been done thoroughly. Critics
may hurl invectives at every Iitem read; they may go into
hysteries on every proposal advanced ; they may tell us we ean
spit across half the rivers in the United States; but as men
of modern times stand up courageously by their honest con-
victions and withstand the merciless onslaughts of their de-
criers, so can this bill stand up under any kind of fire and in
the end commend itself to the people of the country.

This bill contains no new projects, with the single exception
of the East River item, which Chairman SpARKMAN has already
discussed. This bill, then, proposes to continue work on which
money has already been expended. Could anything be more
simple? While there are projects that are worthy, indeed, other
than provided for in this bill, the committee did not find it
possible to incorporate any of them, for the reason we were
bound to place a limitation, in view of other pressing questions
of the hour.

A great deal of money must come from the Treasury for
rejuvenating our land, our sea, and our air forces in connec-
tion with the policy of national preparedness. At the same
time everybody should agree that it would be a national shame
to neglect our rivers and harbors. It is a business proposition.
We should not have our future generations say of us that we
let our works lie idle one year or two years once we had started
these projects. If all of our works should be stopped to-morrow
and not a dollar spent for river and harbor improvements for
one year, the Government would be charged with neglect on a
scale that would amount to open revolt and national indignation.

The House has overwhelmingly gone on record in favor of
national preparedness. I refer to the passage of the Hay bill.
It was the first of the preparedness bills. I maintain—and I
think others accept it as such—that the rivers and harbors bill
is also a preparedness bill. Transportation is a tremendous
factor in warfare of to-day. If we should have war to-morrow,
every navigable waterway in the country would be subject to
the usages of transportation of supplies, ammunition, armor,
arms, food, clothing, and for the transportation of troops and
horses. Any railroad line in the United States could be para-
lyzed in a few seconds with a few sticks of dynamite properly
set off by the enemy. But you can not efface a single river in
the United States. That is one reason why we should perfect
the system of navigation, so if the occasion ever arises we can
utilize our rivers, and the only way they could be utilized with
absolute dependence would be by the foresight of the present
generation in providing for permanent navigation.

A good deal has been said about lobblying for the rivers and
and harbors bill. One or two critics would have us believe a
few men in this country are back of these appropriation bills,
Mr, Chairman, I came from a district where 140,000 people live
on or within short access of the banks of the Ohio River. I
have met about every voter in my district, and I have yet to
have a single one of these persons say a word against this
legislation. In fact, I can say that I have more than 140,000
lobbyists in my district, for while they do not all of them come
to Washington to attend the annual meeting of the National
Rivers and Harbors Congress they are always represented by
a few delegates whose expenses are paid out of public funds of
city and county governments. And I have never heard anyone
kick about the taxes thereby imposed, although very often there
are earthly rumblings when taxes for some other things become
due. Looking at this matter from a broader viewpoint, let us
consider the number of people who live on the banks of the
entire length of the Ohio River. .The last Federal census gives
the population of the counties bordering on the Ohio River as
4,135,832, That does not take into consideration the hundreds
of thousands of people living on the tributaries of this one
river. It does not take into consideration the hundreds of thou-
sands of people living in the Ohio Valley whose counties do not
touch the river, but who in a great measure are among those
awful lobbyists who see the tremendous advantage to their
commercial interests to have the Ohio made permanently navi-
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gable by this Congress. It does not take into consideration
the millions of other people who live on all other rivers in the
United States. . Yes; if a census were taken to-morrow of the
lobbyists for river and harbor improvements we would find that
some forty or fifty million of them live on rivers which the
Government should eventually improve so they would have navi-
gation the year round.

Suppose private interests as powerful financially as the owners
of the railroad systems of the United States should suddenly
obtain possession of all the rivers of the country. Would they
hesitate to grasp the opportunity to finish canalization of the
Ohio or of the other rivers? Why, then, should the Federal
Government hesitate? Because some improvements in the past
have been held up as horrible examples of public expenditure
of money, does it signify that the present bill is indefensible?

Some critics gloat in guoting tonnage figures in their oppo-
sition to this legislation. The inconsistency of this can be
summes] up in the recitation of one example of the unreliability
of this method of argument. From 1870 until 1900 water traffic
between the Atlantic and Pacific toasts declined to a noticeable
extent. Did that deter the Government from building the Pan-
ama Canal? Should the fact of decline in river tonnage ship-
ments on some rivers deter the Government from improving
them?

In closing T want to summarize briefly some of the things I
have in mind regarding the Ohio River:

It is the only river in the United States carrying tonnage from
its source to its mouth.

It has a shipping tonnage greater than the Panama Canal,
even though the Ohio is not now navigable at all seasons.

If the river is to be canalized as authorized, there must be
consent to annual appropriations,

The Ohio Valley is in the throes of commercial rejuvenation
since the canalization project was launched six years ago.

The internal-revenue receipts of the six Ohio River States are
annually more than one-half the receipts of the entire country.

From whatever view the Ohio River improvement is regarded,
whether from the standpoint of peace or war, or both, its early
completion is essential to the publie welfare.

AMr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. AswELL]. ’

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise to discuss one of the
most important rivers in the country. The Red River is over
1,200 miles in length, nearly 400 miles of which is in Louisiana.
With the proper improvements it will be one of the great rivers
of the world, draining an area of over 200,000 square miles of
the most fertile soil on earth, growing luxuriantly every plant
known to the Temperate Zone. The Red River is 300 miles longer
than the Ohio, twice the length of the Seine, drains an area as
large as France, now supports a population of over a million
and n half, and is eapable of supporting well 10,000,000 people—
one-tenth of the population of the United States. Surely, then,
such a river deserves continued support from the Federal Gov-
ernment.  With reasonable support, this great valley will be
more productive and versatile than the reclaimed arid lands of
the West. As an economic proposition- for settlement alone,
the eyes of the country should turn there. The urgent necessity
is for the country to know the actual advantages and possi-
bilities of this wonderful valley with its enormous wealth of
soil and climate. The $10,000,000 recommended by Gen. Bixby
for the improvement of Red River and its valley would be a
profitable investment by the Government, far more profitable
than reclaiming the deserts of the West, Through the dis-
semination of information and education the people of the
country will ultimately come to see this patent fact.

The Board of Engineers of the War Department went to
Shreveport in person, had a hearing on Red River, and have
made a favorable report upon this project named in the item
of this bill. The board could not go to this rich valley without
being impressed with its possibilities and its value to the whole
country.

The fact first to present is the enormous tonnage of com-
merce adjacent and accessible to the river, including 2,000,000
bales of cotton and other agrieultural products in proportion,
with timber and minerals—all astounding in the volume of
commerce available when this river is made navigable.

Take one city, for example, to illustrate the growing impor-
tance of the Red River and the rapidly increasing commerce of
its valley. Alexandria is located on Red River, within 7 miles
of the center of Louisiana, 184 miles northwest of New Orleans,
and 125 miles southeast of Shreveport. Its present population,
as shown in the city directory published in May, 1915, is 18,240,
_ It is the largest lumber manufacturing point in the State,
there being eight large lumber mills located there, and shipping
an average of 75 cars per day, a large percentage of which is for

export through New Orleans. It is the second largest interior
cotton market in the State, and handles annually about 40,000
bales of cotton,

It is served by eight railroads: Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific,
Louisiana & Arkansas, Louisiana Railway & Navigation Co,,
Alexandria & Western, Southern Pacific, Texas & Pacific, St.
Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern, and Vieksburg, Alexandria &
Southern Railway.

Alexandria is the third largest distributing center in the
State, being exceeded only by New Orleans and Shreveport.
It is the distributing point for practically all central Louisiana,
There are 19 jobbing houses located at Alexandria, serving a
territory within a radius of 75 miles, and covering 15 parishes,
with a population of 430,513.

It is a fast-growing eity, and to give an index of the increase
in population I quote from the Thirteenth Census Report of the
United States for 1910:

Population in 1890__ e e T e e e 2, 861
Population in 1900 b, 643
Populat!on A R e T e e 11, 218
Census of Louislana Directory Co., in May, 1915 ___ 18, 249

There are at present loeated in Alexandria 23 manufacturing
concerns, with a combined ecapital of $5,800,000, consisting of
sawmills, iron works, machine shops, cottonseed products, mat-
tress factories, shuttle, barrel, ice eream, brick, and wood works,
with a total output of $4,500,000 yearly.

The eight railroads serving Alexandria for the period from
June 30, 1914, to June 30, 1915, handled into Alexandria 213,310
tons of freight and 647,340 tons outbound. The excess in out-
bound tonnage is accounted for by the large amount of forest
products which has its origin at Alexandria.

It is estimated that at least one-eighth of this tonnage, or
about 100,000 tons could be handled on Red River.

With the present shortage of motive power and car equip-
ment the railroads are not able to handle the tonnage without
serious delay and the resultant injury to the shipping publie,
and only through water navigation can this difficulty be over-
come,

Shreveport, La., with her 71 factories, 11 railroads, and popu-
lation of 40,000 people, has had an equally remarkable growth
and also fully illustrates the commanding position of this great
valley and her growing cities and inereasing wealth.

To say nothing of the money that the people of Arkansas,
Texas, and Oklahoma have expended on this river, the State of
Louisiana in the past five years has expended $1,377,000 in bank
protection and drainage work. Louisiana has constructed 249
miles of controlling lines of levees on Red River.

The project for the bed and bank improvement of lower Red
River adopted by Congress in 1828, renewed in 1872, reenacted
in 1892, and again recognized in 1909, involves an expenditure
by the Federal Government and the local interests of $3,448.-
000. With reference to this projeet which is nearly 100 years
old, in his report to the Government, Gen. Bixby, of the War
Department, says:

I am decidedly of the opinion that while the river is at present only
pnrtiallf' utilized for purposes of navigation, yet it exercises a great
and valuable control over the transportation interests of its entire
drainage area, and that, as the river conditlons shall be improved, ita
actual use will increase and its control of tran rtation interests will
be better at the same time that the country next the river will become
better developed.

Gen, Bixby then recommends a large and comprehensive plan
of improving the Red River and Its great valley. He estimates
that the cost will be ten millions, to be expended jointly by the
Federal Government and the States in the valley, which would
be money profitably invested. I greatly hope to see this plan of
bed, bank, and drainage improvement soon adopted by Congress
and Gen. Bixby's great idea made a reality.

That the river, if made navigable, is worth millions to the
valley alone in freight rates is shown by the Tact that the freight
rate on flour from St. Louis to Pollock is T4 cents higher than
it is to Alexandria. The samé difference in freight rates to all
inland and river points is noted. The difference is even greater
on first-class freight. If the river is abandoned, the wliole
valley will suffer seriously by the advance of freight rates to
all river points certain to follow such abandonment.

The Government reports show that for 23 years, ending June
30, 1913, the average annual value of the tonnage on Red River,
below Fulton and above the mouth of the Black, was $4,220,000,
while the average value of the tonnage between the mouth of
the Black River and the mouth of the Red River for the same
period was $5,401,648, making the average total value of the
tonnage on the lower Red, below Fulton, exactly $9,621,648 a
year.

It is true that the tonnage on the Red for the last few years
has been light, but the tonnage of a few years taken apart from
the history of a river does not correctly indicate its commerce.
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The value of the tonnage in 1915 was $8,000,000, but the nine
million mark, which was the average for 23 years prior to 1913,
can and will be reached again by the keen interest and hearty
cooperation of all our commercial and industrial organizations
along the river. The proper steps are being taken now. The
eities of Shreveport and Alexandria, supported by other towns
on Red River, have organized a boat-line company, capitalized at
$200,000. They have paid in now about $75,000 of that amount
for a boat and barge line from Shreveport to New Orleans. This
company has the active support and cooperation of the leading
bankers and business men of the entire valley within the Louis-
iana limits. It is not a theory. This boat line has been organ-
ized and will go into effect. The people of the valley are stirred
as never before. They will demonstrate to the country the
value of the river in handling its great commerce, in holding
transportation rates at a reasonable figure, and thus influencing
the whole great fertile valley by gradually bringing back to the
river a commerce that will not only be satisfactory to this Con-
gress but will startle the country with its growing importance.

In view of these facts, surely there will be little opposition
to this small item of $55,000, which should be increased to
$150,000 for Red River.

Not even the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear], who has
had his rivers and harbors and creeks and mud puddles all fixed
by Federal aid, and who now opposes such aid in an effort to
imitate Mr. Burton—our greatest American four flusher on this
subject—the gentleman from Wisconsin who delights in in-
cessant and senseless talk merely “ to hear himself roar,” not
even he, the gentleman from Wisconsin, can make an honest
objection to this item of $55,000 recommended and indorsed by
expert engineers who have visited the ground and have ample
and intelligent information on the subject.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Speaker, I desire to extend my remarks in
the Recorp on this one subject which has just been discussed.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recomp. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to use a portion of
the few minutes remaining in an effort to explain, in so far as
an explanation may be necessary, what the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Huisert] unwittingly left unexplained a while

an episode between him and myself. Yesterday
afternoon. after the House adjourned, I met the gentleman.on
the way from here to the House Office Building, and after some
remarks regarding this bill he asked me in substance when his
time would come to speak. I told him that I understood it would
come under the five-minute rule. He said he wanted to speak in
general debate. I then remarked that I did not know those were
his wishes, but that I had understood he was willing to speak
under the five-minute rule when the New York item should be
reached, and that I had promised to try to secure for him ample
time under the five-minute debate. I will say, further, that was
my purpose then and Is my purpose now. I then explained to him
that I had parceled out all the time and had agreed to yield to
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Frrzcerarn], his colleague,
15 minutes. He stated that he did not know that Mr. Frrz-
GErALD had been given any time, and that he desired time as a
member of the committee. Now, having allotted the entire time
at my disposal, I could not say just then what I eould do, be-
cause it was growing late and I could not see the Members to
whom I had agreed to yield.

Mr. HULBERT. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me finish my statement.

Mr. HULBERT. Will the gentleman then give me an oppor-
tunity to reply?

Mr. SP. Let me finish my statement first; then
I will yield. This merning, having seen one of the gentlemen
to whom I had promised 10 minutes, I asked him to permit me
to yield that 10 minutes to the gentleman from New York, which
he very kindly and promptly consented that I should do. About
that time another Member of the House spoke to me here on the
floor in regard to the desire of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Hurgerr] for further time, and I told him he might say to
the gentleman that I had secured 10 minutes which I would yield
to him. The message came back that he had already made ar-
rangements and did not desire the time. That is all I eare to say
about the matter.

Mr. HULBERT. I would like to ask the gentleman if he
recalls a morning in this House when I appeared here with a
prepared speech to answer the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Frear] in reference to a letter which the gentleman had put into
the Recorp, and if the gentleman from Florida recalls that T dis-
cussed the subject of that speech both with himself and with
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Frrzeerarn], and if I did

not tell the gentleman from Florida that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Frrzeerarp] thought that I had better defer
that reply until the river and harbor bill came up, and put it
in under general debate, and if the gentleman from Florida did
not agree with me at that time?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not now recall that, but I have no
doubt but that it is true. I remember I did intend, so far as I
could bring it about, that the gentleman should have ample
time to discuss the BEast River item either in general debate or
under the five-minute rule. This is the only explanation I want
to make. I may say, however, in behalf of the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Hursent] that he has been very industrions and
insistent in regard to this and other New York items. I was
very sorry to hear him admit awhile ago, however, that he had
not voted to report the bill. I did not intend to state that. I
never feel justified in stating outside what goes on in the
executive meetings of the committee. But although the gentle-
man was very properly so industrious and active in behalf of
the East River project, yet without the motion to report the bhill
for which he says he did not vote it could not have been con-
sidered in the House.

Mr. HULBERT. Will the gentleman yield for one further
question?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. All
time has expired.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I ask the Clerk to read the bill for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the followlng sums of mpney be, and are
hereby, approprfated to be pald out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwize appropriated to be {mm»dlatel‘vv vailable, and to be expended
under the direction of the Becretary of War and the supervision of the
Chief of Engineers, for the construction, completion, repalr,
ervation of the public works hereinafter named.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, in line 4, page 1, I move to strike
out the words “ to be paid.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois,

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1, line 4, strike out the words “ to be pald.”

Mr, SPARKMAN. I can not understand the importance of
that amendment. It certainly is not surplusage there.

Mr. MANN. It certainly is surplusage there. I guess it Is
the first time it ever appeared in an appropriation bill. We
appropriate money out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated. That is the form.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Perhaps this is not absolutely necessary.

Mr. MANN. It is improper language.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I can not see that it is, Mr. Chairman;
but I have no objeetion to its being stricken out.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MaxNK].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend, in line 5, by
striking out the words *to be immediately available.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1, line §, strike out the words “ to be immediately available.”

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, this is not an appropriation for
a fiscal year. If it was a regular appropriation bill for the
fiseal year ending June 30, 1917, the appropriation would not
be available until the 1st of July unless we used the language
“to be immediately available™; but all of the appropriations
in this bill are available as mn as the bill becomes a law.

Mr. GARNER. Has the gentleman ever had any construction
of that language by the Engineering Corps of the Army?

Mr. MANN. It does not require any construction.

Mr. GARNER. I am inclined te think that the gentleman is
in error, from their construction of the language in river and
harbor bills heretofore.

Mr. MANN. Oh, no; not at all.

Mr. GARNER. Probably not.

Mr. MANN. This is not an appropriation bill.

Mr. GARNER. I agree to the gentleman’s conelusions; but
I do not know how it would be construed.

Mr. MANN. There is no earthly object in sticking in things
that do not mean anything. I know it is the common practice
of many gentlemen introducing billg, where the bill carries an
appropriation, to say * to be immediately available,” but every-
thing in this bill is immediately available as soon as it is law.
It is not an appropriation for a particular fiscal Fear.

Mr. SPARKMAN. 1T shall have to insist, Mr. Chairiman, on
the words remaining in the bill.

pres-
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Mr, MANN, I suppose they will stay in the bill, if the gen-
tleman insists upon it. The gentleman can insist upon putting
in useless language in the bill, but it does not change the mean-
ing.

Mr. SPARKMAN. According to my recollection, this lan-
guage has been in all the river and harbor appropriation bills.
1 do not like to consent to a departure from established lan-
ruage, language that has been used on river and harbor bills
almost from time immemorial.

Mr. MANN. The language has been in some river and har-
bor bills, no doubt about that, but that means nothing. If the
man who prepared the first bill knew what he was about, the
langunge never would have been in it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Iilinois.

The guestion was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, T offer the following amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of iine 9, page 1, insert:

“Provided, That before the payment of any moneys for projects
hereinafter specifically mentioned the Becretary of Agriculture, Secre-
tary of Labor, and Becretary of Commerce shall, by written report to
the Secretary of the Treasury, approve the public necessity on each
individual project, and that such expenditure is to serve a public use
in aid of navigation: Provided further, That said board may make or
cause to be made independent examinatlons of the character of any and
all projects and may call upon the Army enFLneers or n,mpla the service
of such other experts as may be necessary In determining the surround-
ing conditions, general character, and public use which such project is
intended to serve.”

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I will say that this is practically
the same nmendment that was offered to the last bill, and the
purpose is to provide a check upon the system and an investi-
gation of public necessities before paying over the money. It
has been set forth so frequently that I will not go into it. We
would have by this a check by the administration, so that we
would know whether or not public interests will be benefited by
the appropriation.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin.

Mr. FREAR. I will

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman a few moments
ago said that the engineers of the United States Army who have
charge of the river and harbor work were influenced, some of
them; that two Senators and nine Members of the House of
Representatives visited them and talked to them about certain
river and harbor matters. Does the gentleman think that the
United States Army engineers, who are not in political life at
all and not amenable to the votes of Senators and Representa-
tives, are any more susceptible to influence by two Senators and
nine Members of the House of Representatives than the Secre-
tary of Commerce, the Secretary of Labor, and the Secretary
of Agriculture would be, all of whom Lelong to one party and
have to be confirmed by the Senate?

Mr. FREAR. The time the gentleman oceupies unfortunately
takes away my time, He hag misapprehended my position. I
asked a question and stated the facts that existed.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. But I asked the gentleman

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chalrman, I waat to occupy my time my-
self. I have not made the statement that the gentleman sug-
gests. I asked if it was not a fact that the engineers did change
their report after these people eame before them, and that is
the fact. I do not believe that the Army engineers are infalli-
ble, and we have plenty of evidence of what I state. 1 do believe
that if a check is placed here upon them by three administrative
officers it will be a check on unnecessary appropriations and be
a benefit to the Public Treasury.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Florida make
the point of order?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I do.

The CHATRMAN. The point of order is sustained. .

Mr. MANN. But, Mr. Chairman, this is a legislative bill, and
we have a right to change the law. I do not know what the
point of order is, for the gentleman from Florida has not stated
it. We have a right to provide for river and harbor improve-
ment on any condition we please. It is not an appropriation bill,
There is no point of order as to change of law ; there ean be no
point of order as to the germaneness of the proposition, hecause
here is an appropriation to be expended as provided by the bill
under the direction of the Secretary of War and Chief of Engi-
neers. We have the right to say before the money is expended
other conditions shall prevail. We frequently insert in a river
and harbor bill that the appropriation shall not be available until
local intersets provide money for certain purposes. We have
the snme right to say that the money shall not be expended until
some one else has passed on the proposition. The Chair will
recall that the rules in reference to appropriation bills do not
apply. This is a legislative bill. We may make an appropria-

Will the gentleman yield?

tion for improvement of rivers and harbors on any condition
we choose as a matter of legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Florida desire
to say anything?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not desire to say anything except to
say that I am not entirely clear that it is subject to a point of

order. ;

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair in ruling had in mind legisla-
tion on appropriation bills. The gentleman from Illinois is
quite right that a river and harbor bill is in a different class,
carrying certain legislative powers as well as appropriating
money, and on reconsideration, the Chair overrules the point of
order.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment will
not prevail. This is only one of a class of efforts that is being
made by the gentleman from Wisconsin to take the improvement
of rivers and harbors ouf of the hands of the Secretary of War
and the Engineer Corps of the Army, and I do not think it ought
to be dorre; in fact, I am sure that it ought not to be done.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin,

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FREAR. JMr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Tage 1, at the end of line 2, insert:

“provided, That If the President shall, upon investigation, azcertain
and determine that any project or projects hereinafter provided for
are not of materiai value (o the publie, he may, in his discretion,
wlithhold such specific appropriations until further action by Congress.”

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to take up the
time of the House in discussing this because the purpose of the
amendment is clearly shown when it is read.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, 1 offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of line 9, page 1, insert:

“Provided, That no expendltore for nn{ Project shall be made until
the Secretary of the Treasury shall be advised by the Board of Army
Engineers at suitable public wharves and terminals have been
provided by local interests sufficient in character to afford ample ac-
commodations for all trafic upon sald waterways, and that such publle
wharves and terminals, subject to general supervision and care of the
local aunthorities, will be kept open at all reasonable hours for the free
use of any and all persons degiring to use the same.”

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman. in line with the suggestions
made by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Saarr] a
few moments ago upon the floor, and based upon the nction of
the River and Harbor Committee of some years ago, when that
commiitee urged terminals be supplied, T have offered this
amendment. The purport of it is to require public terminals
to be furnished in every case, in order that the Government be
not engaged in improving waterways whether they be harbors
or rivers, without having public places at which to land. The
chairman of the committee well knows that in many cases that
provision is not complied with to-day.

Mr, COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREAR. Yes

Alr. COX. What is the rule in this particular in foreign
Governments, particalarly England, Germany, and France?

Mr. FREAR. I would say that the rule is different in differ-
eni countries. I do not profess to give the exact ruoles. For in-
stance, in some cases in England the rights are let out to private
parties and they make the charge themselves and maintain the
improvements and the Government has no part in the improve-
ments, as, for instance, in the case of the Manchester Canal. In
Germany and other couniries they pursue different policies.

Mr. COX. What is the German policy? I have a very high
opinion of the Germans.

Mr. FREAR. I would not care to be quoted as to that. The
Government owns the railroads and owns the waterways and
owns practically all of the privileges that are granted. T as-
sume from that that there must be public terminals in every
case.  We have not those publie terminals in our country, and
it seems to me that we ought fo pass an amendment of this
kindl in order to reqguire public terminals before making an
appropriation.

Mr. SPARKMAN. My, Chairman, we lave not yet reached
the point in the development of the rivers and harbors of this
country when we can establish a hard and fast rule of that
kind. Tt is to be hoped that in the not distant future we will
reach the point where Congress will refuse to make appropria-
tions for such improvements unless there are ample public
terminals, owned either by the municipalities or the State or by
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some other subdivision of the State that ean contrel them as
against private monopoly. I think that is proper, and we are
going in that direction as rapidly as pessible, but we have not
yet come to the point where we can establish such a rule
without doing injustice to many harbors and rivers now un-
improved, but needing improvement very badly. I hope the
amendment will not prevail.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. FREAR. Mpr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1, at end of line 9, insert:

= Prmided That one-half of the ugprotgI riation shall be avallable
whenever there shall be contributed e State, county, city,
loeality or localities an amount equal to on&hnlf of such appro rlation,
which amount so ralsed shall be plac(-d to the order of the Secretary
of War and shali be expended by him pursuant to the repnrt of the
United States engineers on such oject Provided further, That the
remaining half o such a n s!m’ll be remjned in the 'l‘rcnsury
subject to the order of War, and to be used by him
whenever needed in thrs mmpletion of tha pmiect for which auch ap-
propriation is made,"

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I shall discuss this but a mo-
ment. I simply want to say that loeal cooperation is required in
practically every country of continental Europe, according to my
investigation. We have applied the same rule in this country
in many cases. The State of Texas and the State of California
and other States are making contributions to-day under the re-
quirements of Congress. It would seem to me that it is fair to
treat all alike, and it will at least remove part of the induce-
ments offered in securing appropriations when there is no con-
tributions on the part of loeal interests.

Mr, SWITZER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREAR. Yes.

Mr. SWITZER.
amendment would apply to the Ohio River, for which Congress

ru rIa

has appropriated about half the money for the completion of a

sixty-four million dollar project, and whether he would expect
the localities and States along that river to make a.contribution
in such sum as may be necessary to complete the project?

Mr. FREAR, Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that the peo-

ple along the Ohio River have made no contribution up to the

present time, either to the improvements or public terminals,
so far as I am aware, it would seem to me that it is a proper
time to urge upon them the necessity of cooperation and that they
do something toward the projeet.

Mr. SWITZER. And if the States should refuse to contribute,
would the gentleman favor leaving the 20 uncompleted dams in
the river?

Mr. FREAR. I do not know but that it would be for the
benefit of the Government to-day if we were to stop work on the
Ohio at the present time. I am not prepared to say as to that. I
would like to have better information. At the present time I am
urging them to show a disposition for cooperation before further
appropriations are made.

. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, the unwisdom of the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Frear] is shown clearly enough in the matter of the St. Marys
River Canal, between Michigan and Ontario, where something
more than $13,000,000 have been expended in the building of
Joeks and in otherwise preparing the waterway there for trans-
portation. It is a project in which the localities are not par-
ticularly interested. That river improved as it is takes care
of commerce of the Lakes for the entire Northwest going east
and south and the commerce of the East going north and west.
Some idea of the importance of those works can be gathered
from the fact that $13,275,000 had been expended upon that
river at that locality where the locks are located up to the
1st day of July, 1915—the greatest waterway in the world,
where more commerce passes and of greater value than through
any other waterway in the world, aggregating, according to the
last figures that I have, something like 80,000,000 tons of freight
a year. The value of that improvement to general commerce
may be gathered from the fact that the average rate of freight
per ton-mile is only six-tenths of a mill, whereas the average
freight rate by railroad is ten times that amount.

Mr. BARCHFELD. Will the genfleman permit an inquiry?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. I will

Mr. BARCHFELD., The gentleman says that the amendment
of the gentleman from Wiseonsin is one of unwisdom.

Mr, McLAUGHLIN. I do; in my opinion it is.

Mr. BARCHFELD. That the people along St. Marys River
lhave no license to contribute personally. We are in the habit
of buying our iron ore from the Mesaba country to the extent of
about 30,000,000 tons a year. If the people of the St. Marys

I would ask the gentleman whether his

country will not centribute, I suppose the gentleman from Wis-
consin would have us at Pittsburgh contribute for the operation
of the canal which makes it possible to keep our city going?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Why, it is a matter of general interest
to the eountry. Sixty per cent of the entire freight carried
through: these locks was iron and copper ore last year, and I
believe that has been about the average during several years
back. It is a matter in which particular localities are not in-
terested, but is a matter of interest to the entire country, and the
entire country ought to bear the expenses.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. I do.

Mr. CALLAWAY. The gentleman is defending the St. Marys
Canal, and that is a little different problem from inland water-
ways and rivers and canals ordinarily. Possibly the proposition
the gentleman from Wisconsin wishes to apply generally to rivers
and canals he would not desire to apply to that at all. No man,
as far as I have heard in my service in this House, objected to
the Government opening eanals between great waterways, and
when a canal is the line of transportation——

Mr., McLAUGHLIN. But the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman applies to the entire bill, to all projects alike. Many
gentlemen here have no conception of the magnitude or the im-
portance of the improvements on St. Marys River or of the
business transacted on and through that river.

During the year 1913 the freight carried through the Soo Locks
amounted to 79,718,344 short tons. The value of that freight was
$805,957,838 ; there was paid for carrying that freight, including
loading and unloading, $44,380,864, and the value of the ecraft
using the canals that year was $142,421,200. The cheapness of
water transportation and the great reduction even in the low
water rates as a result of the improvement of this river appears
when it is known that in 1887 the freight rate per ton-mile on
freight passing through the Soo Locks was 2.3 mills, whila the
rate per ton in 1914 was only six-tenths of 1 mill. The average
railroad freight rate per ton-mile is about 7 mills, or mere than
ten times the water rate.

The Suez Canal is known as one of the: great waterways
of the world. It is. It cost $100,000,000, while the canals of
St. Marys River have cost only $13,275,000. And how about
the amount of business passing through the Suez and the St.
Marys Canals? Possibly you believe the business is: in pro-

portion to the cost of the canals. In the year 1913 the number

of ships of all kinds passing through the Suez was 5,085 and
the net registered tonnage of those ships was 20,033,884, while
the number of ships which passed the St. Marys locks that year
was 23,795, with a net registered tonnage of 57,990,000.

The Panama Canal is a great waterway. It ought to be; it
has cost $375,000,000. We have no figures as to the amount
or value of business transacted, but it is interesting to re-
member that a few years ago, when Government experts were
estimating the amount of tonnage to be passed through the
canal, for the purpose of arriving at the proper toll to be
charged aganinst and paid by ships using the canal, it was
estimated that within the next 10 years an anmmal tonnage
of 10,500,000 tons would pass through; that is, after a develop-
ment of 10 years the business of the Panama Canal will be
one-sixth of the business now done at the St. Marys Canals
each year.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] ought not to be adopted. It might be
all right for some kinds of projects which are largely of local
interest and of local advantage, but it is all wrong as to the
waterways of the Great Lakes, which are national projects.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Michigan
has expired.

Mr. HULBERT. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word for the purpose of correcting the Recorp as between the

‘gentleman from Florida and myself. I wish to merely state

that last Wednesday, and again yesterday, when the gentleman
from Wisconsin was discussing the question before the com-
mittee; I requested time from the gentleman from Florida.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr., MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unani-
mous consent to speak for 15 minutes. I have not taken up
any time on this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent to speak for 15 minutes. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, there is no committee in the
House more industrious or painstaking than the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors. They are at work all the year round.
They not only work in their committee room, but they travel
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around the country to ascertain where the money which they
appropriate should be expended. I am in favor of appropria-
tions for rivers and harbors where navigation is to be advanced
by reason of the improvements, and it would be a great mis-
take to dispense with appropriations for proper river improve-
ment, and especially for harbors. I believe, however, that there
are many items in this bill which could just as well be post-
poned. We are to-day confronted with an empty Treasury.
We have been taxed in time of peace in the mame of war to
produce suflicient revenue to run the ordinary affairs of the
Government, We are faced to-day with a situation in the coun-
try which demands the expenditure of large sums of money.
We will be called upon to levy additional taxes upon the people
-to meet the preparedness which is now in contemplation. We
ought in justice to the people, who are already overburdened
with taxation, to go slow in the appropriation of moneys for
purposes which can be well set aside. I have no special com-
plaint to make about any particular item in this bill, but I
realize, as everyone must, that there are many items in the
bill that conld be left out, and if we can lighten the burden of
taxation upon the people by leaving out unnecessary items frem
this bill, we should feel in duty bound to do so. We will be
called upon very shortly, in view of legislation already enacted,
to vote additional sums of money for the maintenance of the
Army.

We will be ealled upon at no distant day to vote out additional
sums for the increase of the Navy. The sentiment of the people
is in favor of these additional appropriations. They are willing
to pay taxes to meet any neces=:ry preparations for the defense
of America, but I submit to the judgment of the House that in
the face of the necessity for this preparation every additional
unnecessary expenditure should be set aside. The allotiments in
this bill are made in a large measure to a section of the country
which will pay but little toward the additional cost of main-
taining the Government under the system of preparation for
defense upon which we are about to enter. For example, in the
present bill during the fiscal year 1915 the State of Illinois paid
into the Treasury of the United States $2,949,789.60 in corpora-
tion income taxes and $2,608,520.78 in individual income taxes,
making a total net revenue from the State of Illinois from these
two sources alone of §5,618,400.38. While Its cash appropriations
for rivers and harbors in this bill amount to but $136,000, of
course it is true that there is an item for continuing contracts
amounting to $714,000 which might be added to the $136.000.
The State of Florida has $056,500 in this bill, and in 1915 it paid
into the Treasury of the United States $107,344.21 in corporation
income taxes and $120,114.05 in individual income taxes, making
a total of $228 358.25.

And that will be the proportion of its payment toward any
added cost to maintain the Government when we finish our
preparation for the defense of the Nation.

The State of Louisiana has $395,000 in this bill, and in 1915
it paid into the Treasury of the United States for the two kinds
of tax that I have described but $519,467.75, whereas the State
of Florida will take out thromngh this bill alone over $700,000
more than it paid into the Treasury as income tax in 1915.

Mr. SWITZER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

* Mr. MADDEN. No; not just now. I will yield later. The
State of North Carolinu has $271.850 in this bill, and that
State paid into the Treasury of the United States $255059.64
in corporation income tax, and $123,384.06 in individual income
tax, making a total of $379,344.60 for the year 1915.

The State of South Carolina has $259,250 in this bill, and it
paid into the Treasury in 1915 for income tax $159,000, thus
drawing out over $100,000 more in this one bill than it paid in
from the income tax.

The State of Georgia has $873,750 in the bill, and the State
of Georgia paid into the Treasury last year $433,928.41.

The State of Texas—the great State of Texas—has $2,861,500
in the bill, and it paid into the Treasury for income tax in 1915
$1,083,873.91, thus drawing out of the Treasury $1.500,000 for
rivers and harbors alone more than it paid in during the year
1915 on the incomes of individuals and corporations in that
State,

‘The State of Arkansas has $560,000 in the bill, and paid but
$125,954.51 income tax in 1915.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
right there?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN, I did not catch the gentleman’s criticism
in regnrd to Florida.

MADDEN. I said Florida had $976,500 in the bill.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Did the gentleman state in that connec-
tion that the projects in Florida were given more than was
collected from the income of the industries in that State?

Mr. MADDEN. I said that the State of Florida got $733,000
more out of the Treasury in this bill than it paid into the Treas-
ury -of the United States in 1915 for income tax and corpora-
tion tax. The records of the Treasury Department show that.
These figures are not mine. They are the Treasury figures.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I will say to the gentleman that the city
in which I live paid into the Treasury $3,000,000.

Mr. MADDEN. Not of income or corporation tax.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is just as relevant.

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, the gentleman is talking about customs
revenue tax. I could say that the State of Illinois itself pays
about $11,000,000 into the Treasury annually in customs duties
and $30,000,000 internal-revenue tax, besides $20,000,000 from
the post office in Chicago, in addition to what it pays in as
corporation and income tax, so that you see Illinois would pay
one-tenth of all the money paid into the Treasury of the United
States from every source. But we do not take credit for that,
because the customs tax may be collected in Florida or Illinois
or New York, while it may belong to some other place. But
the income tax is the only true tax that can be charged or
credited to a State,

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there
for a question?

Mr. MADDEN. Surely.

Mr. BLACK. Is it not true that the great city of Chicago
gets a great deal of trade throughout the South, and especially
from the State of Texas?

Mr. MADDEN. I hope so.

Mr. BLACK. That is true.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. Surely.

Mr. BARKLEY. Are we to infer from the gentleman’sremarks
that the appropriations ought to be made by the Govermmnent
in proportion to the prosperity of the different sections?

Mr. MADDEN. What I wanted to impress upon the House
was this, T will say to the gentleman from Kentucky : That when
we enter upon the preparedness program, which will take mil-
lions and millions of appropriations, we may expect the States
which I am enumerating to pay only the proportion which their
income tax and corporation tax indicate toward this vast ex-
penditure of money, and that the people living in the section
of country that receive no appropriations to speak of for any
purpose out of the Federal Treasury will be called upon to pay
all the cost, while the States that pay no part of the cost take
the appropriations.

Take, for example, the Agricultural appropriation bill alone.
Last year we increased the Agricultural appropriation bill
materially. Those appropriations are made in lump sums,
allotted to the Secretary of Agriculture for distribution; and
in making the distribution among the various States he allotted
202 per cent additional to the Southern States, and to the great
North nnd Nerthwest and East only 11 per cent.

Tennessee has $705,000 in this bill, and it only pays into the
Treasury $407,000.

Alabamn, the great State from which comes the former Dem-
ocratic leader of the House, now the distinguished Senator from
that State, my friend, Mr. Oscaz UxpeErwoop, has $879,000 in
this bill; and the State of Alabama, with all its great iron and
steel institutions and its ether manufactures, paid into the
Treasury of the United States in 1915, for income and corpora-
tion tax, only $258,000.

The State of Mississippi has $896,000 in this bill, and in 1915
paid into the Treasury $72,786.52 in corporation-income tax and
$34,528.93 in individual-income tax, making a total of $107,315.45.

It will be seen that the corporation and individual income tax
paid by the State of Ilinois to the Federal Government in 1915
amounted o $5,618,400.38, or one-fourteenth of the total rev-
enue derived from these two sources, while the combined amount
paid by the States of Florida, Mississippi, Louisiana, Texas,
Arkansas, Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,
and Alabama was $3,654,204.17, or one twenty-first of the
total corporation and individual income tax received by the
Government.

The total appropriation in this bill for rivers and harbors in
the State of Illinois, including a continuing-contract item of
$714,300, amounts o but $850,300, while the appropriation for
the States above enumerated amounts to $6,478,050.

The total apprepriation earried in the river and harbor bill
amounts to $30.608410. Of this the Stante of Illinois receives
but one forty-sixth, although paying one-fourteenth of the cor-
poration and individual income tax received by the Goveryinent.
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The 10 States above enumerated receive one-sixth of the total
appropriation for rivers and harbors, but pay only one twenty-
first of the corporation and individual income tax.

The South is truly in the saddle. It has come back into its
father's house. It has the power to tax the North while it
enacts legislation to retard the country’s prosperity, and we
Republicans are powerless to prevent it. The northern Demo-
crats here are bound by caucus rule while a minority controls
the destiny of the country and continues to impose unjust and
unjustifiable burdens upon the people.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the IRREcor:.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman’'s
request ?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, since I have
not spoken on this bill I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN.
request ?

Mr. HULBERT. Reserving the right to object—and I do
not intend to object—I would like to ask the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. MappexN] if in connection with the figures given by
the gentleman he will allow me to put into the REcorp two items
of figures?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
does not object, T shall not object.

Mr. !\[ADDF%E. 1 did not hear the gentleman.

Is there objection to the gentleman's

If the gentleman from Illinois

Mr. HULBERT. I asked the gentleman if, in connection with
the figures he gave, I may insert in the Recorp two items of
figures.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks unani-

mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp by inserting
the figures indicated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HULBERT. These are the figures: The total annual cor-
poration income tax collected in New York was $10,221,206.65
and the total individual income tax collected was $17,417,537.60,
making a total of $27,688,744.25,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Moore] asks unanimous consgent to proceed for 15 minutes. Is
there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, the project
that T wish to speak about briefly is one of those that is eriti-
cized in connection with the general agitation against what is
called * pork-barrel " legislation. It suffers by reason of that
criticism.

It is one of the projects that is not now in the river and har-
bor bill. I regret to say that the committee, following out its
idea of economy to which the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Map-
pEN] has just referred, did not see fit to put into the bill this

_year any provision for the opening up of the waterway between
the Chesapeake and the Delaware Bays, a connecting link, which
you will pardon me for saying, has been approved by the War
and Navy Departments for years, and which, no matter what its
importance seems to be to the Nation, comes generally under
the ban when we get to the River and Harbor Committee. Yet
no more meritorious project appears in the bill than this one of
linking up these two great bays, the Delaware and the Chesa-
peake, with a view of further linking up all the waterways of
the North and the South along the Aflantic seaboard. Some-
times gentlemen who come from the interior—and I say this as
politely as I can—and particularly those who have been.criti-
cizing river and harbor legislation recently, misunderstand what
we call the coastal project. They seem to think that we intend
to build a canal all the way, 1,800 miles, from Maine to Florida.
A more ridiculous misapprehension, or one showing more ig-
norance of the geography of the country, could not be advanced.
The truth of the matter is that God Himself in His wise dis-
pensation adjusted certain channels, bays, sounds, rivers, ponds,
and so forth, along the Atlantic seaboard inside the coast line,
which simply require a little digging in order to connect them
up in a completed chain,

The total amount of digging is insignificant, and the relative
cost, in view of the importance of the population and the manu-
factures and the agricultural. interests involved, would be
trifling indeed. For instance, here [indicating upon map] is
the port of Boston, directly upon the sea. For 200 years it has
been proposed to bring Boston closer to New York and the
South by cutting through Cape Cod, this arm of land which
juts out into the sen and around which storms and fogs con-
stantly prevail, making it a great danger point to mariners.

For 200 years there has been an agitation for it, in Congress
and out; that is to say, in Congress since Congress was organ-
ized, something less than 200 years ago. Only recently, how-
ever, has a cut been made through that arm of land, and that
cut is due to a private corporation. There is now a canal run-
ning from Cape Cod on this side [indicating] over to Buzzards
Bay, on that side, a distance of 8 mileg, which saves an outside
sailing distance through storms and fogs and the perils of the
sen and greatly reduces the sailing time to New York and the
South. Now, we approach Long Island Soumnd and the East
River of New York, a project for which will be reached here a
little later. It is the only so-called new project introduced into
this bill, a project that ought to be written into the law and
for which an approprinion ought to be made, because it temdls
to make a safe and natural ‘nside passage as between the North
and South from Long Island Sound to New York Bay.

I shall not discuss Coenties Reef, which was referred to here
by the gentlemen from New York, Mr. Fitzaerarp, Mr. BEXNET,
and Mr. Hursert, but I shall stop long enough to say that it
seems a menace and a shame that a great connecting link of
water like that between Long Island Sound on the north ail
New York Bay on the south and those other connecting water-
ways which run on inland to the Southern States should not be
improved.

The claim that it would be expensive is absurd In view of
the importance of it all. Of course, it would cost money, but
suppose in case of war our fleet should be driven into Long
Island Seund. What would we then pay to get them out? These
little marks here on the map are intended to indicate n hostile
fleet that is blockading the coast. 1f the United States fleet were
driven into Long Island Sound from the upper or eastern en-
trance, with the East River rocks as they are to-day, that fleet
could not pass through to the New York Navy Yard. but could
be bottled up in the Sound by a superior force on the outside
just as securely as Sampson and Schley bottled up Cervera
in the Bay of Santiago.

Mr. HULBERT. Will the genileman yield for a question?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I am afraid I have not time.

Mr. HULBERT. It is very brief.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Go ahead.

Mr. HULBERT. Does the gentleman know that a full 35-foot
channel, which will accommodate any battleship in the United
States, connecting East River with Long Island Sound, can be
completed for the sum of $3,225,0007

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. That may be, and until it is
completed you must contend with rocks and a treacherous cur-
rent, to which the naval property of this Government ought not
to be subjected. There should be no such risk to Government
vessels, at least.

Now, the coastal project, which is so often misunderstood,
passes through from Long Island Sound into New York Bay
and connects with Raritan Bay. Years ago, before the advent
of railroads, the Delaware & Raritan Canal was constructed
across the State of New Jersey, connecting New York Bay
through the Raritan River with the Delaware River at a point
near Trenton.

In this way is made up the great coastal canal which these
gentlemen worry themselves about who think we expect to do
1,800 miles of digging. What is proposed here across the State
of New Jersey is simply to improve an existing canal of 33
miles or build a new one. Our forefathers built this old canal
and opened it up for business in 1834. They at least saw the
wisdom of it; it bisects the State of New Jersey and is in active
operation to-day, but it is absolutely controlled by one great
railroad corporation which fixes .the freight rate and deter-
mines the commerce that seeks to pass through it from New
York to Philadelphia, and so to the north and to the south.
And yet gentlemen, apparently in the interest of the railroad
corporation that owns this canal, contend that we should not
spend a little Government money to give the people a serviceable
waterway that means so much for commerce or defense, as be-
tween New York Bay and the Delaware River and points be-
yond.

But what I want to talk about particularly now is this:
More than 50 per cent of all the wealth of this country lies in
this section here—indicating New England and Middle States.
Over 50 per cent of all the manufactured products of the
United States are developed on this coast line, within half the
area of the thirteen original States. We should be prepared to
protect so important a territory. The completion of the coastal
project is one of the ways to do it.

In 1825 some of our forefathers conceived the idea of con-
necting up the Delaware River at this point—at Delaware City,
Del.—with the Chesapeake Bay at this point—Cheseapake City,
Md.—a distance of 13 miles. Why did they do it? They were
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using sailing vessels then, and Philadelphia was the great mari-
time center, having exceeded New York as a metropolis prior
to the construction of the Erlie Canal. When they sailed out of
Philadelphia these vessels came down the Delaware River, and
came out through the Delaware Bay with its varying channels,
And understand, ineidentally, that no channel can be maintained
from year to year without the expenditure of money. A chan-
nel swept by wind and tide must be cared for.

It is just like a floor that has to be swept every day in order
to keep it clean. It is this fact which goes to explain why we
have to make appropriations constantly for the maintenance of
channels after we construct them.

Now these vessels eame out of the Delaware Bay info the sea.
Those whose draft exceeds 9 feet have to do so yet. They would
sail outside, and if any of you have taken the trip on a pilot
boat or sailing craft you know what it means. It is hard on the
landlubber, and unless you are a good sailor you do not want
to take a second trip. The ships come out here—Delaware Bay—
and if their destination is Baltimore they pass Delaware, they
pass Maryland, they pass Virginia, and sail around here to the
Chesapeake and up to the Patapsco, and then land at Baltimore,
a very long and expensive outside route. This little cut of 13.7
miles, marked by the black line, between the Chesapeake and
the Delaware is a route laid out by our forefathers who, by the
construction of this canal in 1825, shortened this route from
Philadelphia to Baltimore just 321 miles. This canal is in opera-
tion to-day ; it carries a million tons of commerce annually, which
pays a liberal freight. The advantage in going through the canal
is not so much a saving in freight rate as it is to get more expe-
ditious service by water. It is true that whereas you can ship
a eargo from New York via Philadelphia to Baltimore in 12 hours
from the time of shipment at Philadelphia, the delivery by rail
under present conditions from Philadelphia to Baltimore runs
into days, and under recent embargo conditions sometimes not at
all.

Now, that is the commercial part of it. As we are discussing
preparedness for war, let us see what it means not to undertake
improvements of this kind. The water in this canal, antiguated
as it is, will not permit of vessels to pass through with a draft
of more than 9 feet. It has nominally 10 feet of water in it, but
no vessel is permitted to go through that draws more than 9 feet.
Gentlemen, that bars the smallest torpedo boat or submarine
the Government now possesses. It is not commonly known that
the War Department itself, which uses the inside waterways
upon which it conducts its business, has a fleet of more than
2,500 vessels ; they do not all go to sea.

They are not all transports. Some of them are vessels that
ply along the coast line and use the inside waterways, and
this canal would be of service to them. Submarines of the Navy
ean not pass through it. Let us suppose a fleet of superior
force lies outside, a British fleet or a German fleet, for instance,
and our vessels go up here into this bay. They could not pro-
ceed to the Philadelphia Navy Yard for strategic reasons or for
repairs. They could not go forward or backward.

Mr. HULBERT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. HULBERT. With the development of the two canals,
would it not give three exits and three entrances both to New
York and Philadelphia?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I am very glad the gentle-
man from New York made the point, I am coming to that if I
can get to it in the brief time I have remaining, Here is Nor-
folk, with its navy yard——

Mr. CALLAWAY rose.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from Texas?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I will.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Is the gentleman advocating a canal wide
enough and deep enough for all the war vessels fo pass through?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. If I had my way, that eanal
of 13 miles would be capable of passing the greatest battleship
the United States owns. [Applause.] I will say further to the
gentleman from Texas that the palfry sum that any one State
contributes to the United States Government would be insig-
nificant compared with the defense that would be accorded to
all the States by opening up that eanal so that war vessels could
pass back and forth.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Has the gentleman any estimate as to
how much it would cost to construct the canal so that war
vessels could pass through?

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. To a depth of 12 feet through
here, it would cost about $8,000,000.

Mr. CALLAWAY. But it takes 35 feet to pass a dread-
nanght through.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. A depth of 35 feet could be
put in there for $20,000,000. That was the estimate of the
Agnus Commission in 1907.

Mr. CALLAWAY. The three canals the gentleman speaks of?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. If you make the cut across
the State of New Jersey, which is an expensive one, and the
other cuts that have been recommended by the United States
Army engineers, the total cost at the depths recommended for
commercial purposes from New York to Keyv West would be
about $47,000,000. If greater depths are to be attained, it might
approximate $75,000,000.

Mr. CALLAWAY. That is for all three.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. And I will tell the gentleman
this: It would be worth the money. At the port of Philadelphia,
where they have not had $20,000,000 spent on their river from
the beginning, they take in as much as $20,000,000 every year at
the customhouse and turn it into the Treasury of the United
States, That is a mighty good veturn on the investment for
the channel.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.

Mr. BENNET. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous eonsent that
the gentleman have five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Pennsylvania
be extended five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CALLAWAY rose.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, T must decline
to yield to the gentleman because of the time limit.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Has the Government ever been called upon
to make an estimate as to the cost of this?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes, and the gentleman from
Texas is thoroughly familiar with it ; several times he has under-
taken to dissect it on the floor. Istimates have been presented
here from time immemorial, and it is just such obstroctive tie-
tics as the gentleman from Texas is well eapable of that have
held up this project, that in time of war would be a saving clause
to the Nation. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, it is unnecessary for me to refer, so far as
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. CArnaway] is concerned, fo
the reports of the engineers or to the distinguished men of the
Army and Navy who have urged the construction of these im-
portant coastal canals—no less distinguished' a man than
George Dewey, the present Admiral of the Navy, was one of
them. DMen of this type have been on the boards reporting on
this project, and they have said that it is nbsolutely essential
to the proper protection of the coast. They have dealt with the
comimercial features of it, but they have always insisted that
as a matter of preparedness for war it is necessary, nmwdl yet
all these reports do not seem to prevail with the gentleman. I
could quote Secretary Daniels and oiher Secretaries of War
and Navy, but time does not now permit,

I have in my hand one of the latest of the reports. known as
the “Agnus”™ report, which was prepared by military and
naval officers and civilians. In that report (1907), as io the
commercial side, they say:

An idea of the trade immedhtelsv affected can be had from the siate-
ment contained in report No. 2723 to the Fifty-eighth Congress, whieh

gays:

{s'l‘he commerce of the Delaware & Chesapenke, registered and other-
wise, has been estimated all the way from 50,000,000 to 90,000,000 tomns
annually. This is much larfﬂ' than the tonnage of the entire annual
foreign commerce of the United Stateées. The Isthmian Canal Commis-
gion estimated that the Panama Canal, smow to be bullt at a cost
approximating $200,000,000, would have carried a tonnage in 1809 of
but 4,574,852 toms.”

Of the registered tonnage traffic in a recent compilation, 25,873,107
were on Delaware Bay points and 24,151,932 on Chesapeake Bay points.
These figures, however, do not include the undocnmented anid uureg-
1tzttilied tonnage trafiic, which would add nearly 100 per cent te the

Considerably less than ome-tenth of the traffic on the Delaware¢ and
Chesapeake Bays and thelr various points belongs to foreign commerce.
The great valune of the proposed canal would be in facilitating the
coastwise trade.

As to the military side, they say:

Ammmf. however, that both termini are to be properly defended,
the canal itself offers many advantages to such defense by the ready
means of intercommunication aforded. The canal would mit the
prompt interchange of troops and munitions between the coast batteries,
and particularly of the submarines, scout boats, and coast-defense noui-
tors, that now form an impertant factor in seacoast defense, thus
minimizing the number required for a complete defense.

Another Important feature of the canal would be the obstacle pre-
gented by It as an adjunct for land defenses. These would serve as a
base for troops operating to break up milltary occupation of the
peninsula, or to echeck advances therefrom, without reembarkation
should such eccupation become effective. A geographical study of the
Atlantie coast of the United States, as at present defended, shows the
peninsula of Maryland and Delaware as the most vulnerable and suit-

#
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able place for the location of a base for land operations, should our
Navy be driven from the seas. This was demonstrated by history in
the War of 1812.

There is so much of this that I shall have to stop in order
to read a portion of an even more recent report. It is contained
in Senate Document No. 14, a document that was prepared since
the present agitation for preparedness began. These military
gentlemen know exactly what it means for a foreign ship to
get into those bays. There are no defenses here at the entrance
to the Delaware Bay, no fortification on the Cape May side nor
on the other side. This bay is clean and clear of fortifications
until we arrive up here 40 miles from the mouth, where there
are three forts, and I wish to say, to the shame of our state
of preparedness, that this Government has but 200 men to man
these three forts, not sufficient to keep the guns of the Govern-
ment in order. The nominal gueta is 800 men, but they have
been removed from two of the forts and have been put on the
Delaware side of the river in order to keep the machinery in
that for't, at least, oiled and in condition. It is easy to observe
that if an enemy came into this river—the Delaware—with its
great industrial establishments and shipyards, the railroads
from Boston and New York and points north going along this
coast line to points south could be put under control. It would
not take very long, in our present condition, to stop communi-
eation between the north and the south, if those railroads were
torn up or if the enemy should take possession of that country.

But I desire, in the few minutes left, to say something about
the latest Army report. It comes from Brig. Gen. M. Macomb,
Chief of the War College Division; Brig. Gen. Tasker H. Bliss,
of the United States Army, Chief of Staff; and ex-Secretary of
War Garrison. On February 27, 1916, they joined in making
the following answer to queries put to them by the Senate:

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vanin has expired.

Mr. SMALL. How much time would the gentleman take to
develop that idea?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
minutes. .

Mr. SMALL. Then I ask unanimous consent that he be per-
mitted to proceed for three minutes.

Mr. HOPWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that he be given
sufficient time to conclude.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania,
five minutes.

Mr. HOPWOOD. Then I ask unanimous consent that he may
proceed for five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent that his colleague may proceed for five
minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, this is the
official report of the War College, backed up by the Secretary of
War. Kindly bear in mind that we propose to spend millions,
mayhe hundreds of millions, putting new battleships on the
seas and in building submarines. We propose to spend mil-
lions, even a hundred million, in increasing the armed forces
upon land; and yet here, where the vessels of the Govern:
ment and these increased forces may be called upon to make
their final stand, we stop, even though in times of peace it
would be of the greatest commercial advantage to the people
of the land; still we stop, unprepared, because it will cost
-eight millions or some other sum to build a canal and put our
Government in possession of essential advantages for passing
submarines and warships to our various navy yards.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, is the present canal suit-
able for the passage of submarines?

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. It is not. I have asked the
Navy Department on several occasions to send their sub-
marines through that canal, and in each instance they have
replied they could not do it. In one instance four of those
vessels were sent from the navy yard at Philadelphia to the
navy yvard at Charleston. I asked that they be sent through
the canal. The answer was that there was not sufficient depth
of water there to permit it. Those valuable pieces of Govern-
ment property went to sea, and they struck a storm outside of
Cape Hatteras and were blown back. In due course Congress
was asked to make appropriations to put in repair the ships
that were damaged.

Mr. SMALL. It has a depth of only 9 feet and the width of
locks is only 34.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The width of locks of the
Chesapenke & Delaware Canal is 24 feet odd, and the com-
mercial vessels that use those locks are built away up in the
air, to accommodate these antiquated locks of 1820. And yet
commerce is begging, commerce is pleading, to go through, while
the railroads have the situation entirely in their hands. [Ap-

I would want only about three

I shall not want more than

plause.] This War Department report which bears so directly
upon this matter is as follows:

War DEPARTMENT,
OrFrFicE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF,
Washington, February 21, 1915,
Memorandum for the Chief of Staff.
Subject : Military advantages of the Chesapeake & Delaware Canal,

1. There is returned herewith a memorandum with attached papers
on the above subject, dated February 24, 1915, from the Secretary of
War to the Chief of Staff, wherein three questions are submitted :

Ly Ilg The military advantage, if any, of the existence of this canal.
“{b) Whether a canal along this line would be of any military advan-
tage; and if so, what?

*{e¢) What character and size the canal would have to be in order
to be of any advantage?"”

These questions apparently refer both to the present and contem-
plated canal along this line.

2. In answer to 1 (&), it is believed that the existing canal has some
value as it exists to-day as an obstacle to the advance of a hostile
expedition landing on the west bank of Delaware Bn{ and advancing
against Wilmington and Phlladelphia. The fine, undefended harbor at
Lewes, Del.,, makes such a landing a probability. The canal, e;pecla!ly
at the locks, is =0 narrow, onlE 24 feet at the locks, as to form an
obstacle not very formidable. The canal is too gmall for the passage of
submarines or other naval craft that would be used for preventing the
landing of troops from hostile transports, and too small and obstructed
b loggs for rapld tramsport of troops and material from one bay to
the other.

8. As to 1 (b), a sea-level canal along this same line would be of very
great military importance from the fo]]owtnﬁ points of view :

a) For the movement of submarines and other eraft that must con-
stitute an important part of our coast-defense system.

(b) As forming an almost im; ble obstacle to the passage of troops
advancing to attack Wilmington or Philadelphla from the peninsula
between Jlaware and Chesapeake Days.

(¢) For the transport of men and matérlel of the Coast Artillery and
the Coast Artillery supports from one bay to the other.

4, The first of the points enumerated in paragraph 3 is a military
one, because submarines and other small craft are belleved to be at
present an integral part of the seacoast defense, for use not only against
naval attack on the harbors, but in a still more important sense against
transports attempting to land a hostile force on our shores In case of
the defeat of our Navy. Beacoast defenses reach no farther than the
range of their guns, and it is impossible to distribute moblle army
troops at all possible landing places to prevent the landing of troops
without so frittering away the Army in small detachments as to render
it almost impossible to collect them for united action. A canal such
as proposed would allow the whole force of submarines, etc., to be held
in one of the two bays and used with equal efficiency in either. Without
the canal the force of snbmarines, ete., must be divided between the
two bays, and to reenforce one another they must attempt a ssage
gy :lllm outs;de, a distance of over 200 miles, as against about 15 miles

¥ the canal.

A canal along this line and one from Delaware Ba{ to New York
Harbor would make a landing of hostile troops almost impossible be-
tween Narragansett Bay and Chesapeake Bay, and the construction of
this canal is an important step toward the accomplishment of this result.

B. As an obstacle and atleém.rt of the land defense of Wilmington and
Philadelphia a canal sul for other commercial and naval purposes
would be of great importance. Defended by a few troops and small gun-
boats, such an obstacle (of the slze recommended below) would hardly be
crossed, and it is not belleved that it would be attempted.

6. As a means of transport it has a measure of value for the easy
transportation of men and matériel between the fortifications of Dela-
ware Bay and of Daltimore.

7. As to 1 (¢), the objects set forth in ;lz;amgraph 3 above can be
obtained by a sea-level canal having a depth of 18 feet at mean low
water and a bottom width of about 150 feet. While tides of 6 feet to
10 feet prevail in the waters at the ends of the canal, investigation has
shown tguat guard locks will not be necessary and that an open canal
will be entirely feasible.

M. M. MAcoME,
Brigadier General, Chicf of War Uollege Division,

I concur.

Tasker I. Briss,
Brigadicr General, United States Army, Acting Chief of Staff.

I concur.

LINDLEY M. GAnmrisox,
Secretary of War.

With these facts before us, gentlemen, what shall we do? If
a foreign fleet should suddenly drive our vessels in, what are
we going to say to the people of the United States when they
ask us why we did not make ready a passageway for our own
vessels, so that they might get to New York or to the P’hila-
delphia Navy Yard for repairs? It is not a question of digging
1,800 miles; that is rot. It is a question of connecting up a
little link here and there to make a connected chain. It is fhe
doing by man of that sensible thing which God intended he should
do along that coast. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
leave to extend my remarks?

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvanin? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none. <

Mr. GOOD, Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1, at the end of line 9, insert the following :

“ Provided, That no part of the money hereby awbmprlnlﬂi shall be
used to pay for any work done by private contract if the contract price

is more than 206 Per cent in excess of the cost of doing the work by a
Government plant.”

Mr. Chairman, may I have
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Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, this bill, as I understand, carries
an appropriation of $39,600,000. By the majority of the com-
mittee reporting it here it is contended that every item in it
is n meritorious provision. By others it is contended there is
a great deal of “pork ™ in the bill, and that many items should
not be appropriated for. With this contention I have no guarrel.
In reading over some of the items it seems to me, however, that
we are providing considerable pork in the way of private con-
tracts. For instance, under the engineer’s reports, at page 486,
with reference to inland waterways from Norfolk to Beaufort,
I find the engineers report 1,282 833 cubic yards of material
have been removed by day labor, using Government plants,
resulting in 3.2 miles of completed channel; 4,608,225 cubie
yvards of material have been removed by contract, giving 14.4
miles of completed channel. The average cost of the work with
Government plants was 0.043 cent per cubic yard, place measure-
ment., The average contract price was 0.0752 cent per cubic
vard, place measurement. That shows there is over 100 per cent
profit to the private contractor. That certainly is unreasonable.
We ought to put in this bill some provision, some limitation, be-
yvond which the Army engineers, or those having control of this
large sum of money, can not go. We ought to say, when we are
appropriating $40,000,000, all of which can be expended by pri-
vate contract, that not to exceed 25 per cent of profit shall be
given to private contractors. If we are ever to relieve this bill
from the charge of * pork,” let us put in such a provision; and
if 25 per cent is not suflicient, write in a larger percentage, but
let us put a limitation, beyond which the Army engineers can
not go. I for one feel that 25 per cent is sufficient.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman yleld?

My, GOOD. I yield.

Mr. FORDNEY. In the expense given for that work done
by the Government, what is included there for dead expense,
depreciation, taxes, insurance which that property would pay
provided it were private property? Are those things put into
the cost of production the same as private property?

Mr. GOOD. I do not know.

Mr. FORDNEY. No, they are not.

Mr. GOOD. The report as I read it does not show, but the
gentleman, I fear, is not informed with regard to this because
I have searched the report and it is silent on this subject.

Mr. FORDNEY. It never is on Government property.

Mr. GOOD. I may say to the gentleman even if it is not
included, if the amount I have inserted is not sufficient to
yield fair returns, let us here as business men, capable of pass-
ing upon this subject, say how much shall be included as in-
terest on investment, for depreciation, and everything of that
kind. I believe, knowing what I do of a project wherein we
are appropriating this year a million dollars, that 35 or 40 per
cent of it will be profit to the private contractor if the work is
all done by private confract. He will do that work In one year
or less time. His equipment does not involve a great amount
of money, but his profit will be between $300,000 and $400,000,
and it seems to me that some limitation ought to be put on
these expenditures. Such a thing ought to be impossible.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. I want to say in reply to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Goopn] that it would be fair to say when comparing the
cost of construction of work by doing the entire amount of work
by private contract or by a Government contract in the calcu-
lation of the cost, that where.it is done by the Government or
by municipalities, the cost of interest on the money invested in
the plant, the taxés that property would pay if it were private
property, depreciation, and all overhead expenses are not in-
cluded. Therefore, when comparisons are made of the cost in
such a matter it is not a falr comparison. It is not just to pri-
vate individuals, and I defy the gentleman or any other gentleman
to point out where the Government, or any State, or any city, or
any municipality, ever did work by day or by month or in any
other way where it did not cost more money than if constructed
by private individuals. Of course, contracts may be made with
private individuals where the price is entirely too high, but the
actual cost between the two is always greater.

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. GOOD. Perhaps the gentleman did not notice the read-
ing of my amendment,

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; I did.

Mr. GOOD. It took the cost to the Government, which the
gentleman says is much higher than it would cost a private
manufacturer? Therefore, instead of a profit of 25 per cent,
we ought to cut down the percentage, because the private manu-
facturer will have some profit in addition to the 25 per cent.
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Mr. FORDNEY. I am agreeing with the gentleman that
some limitation would be right; but to make those comparisons
without giving all items of cost in production is absolutely un-
fair. The gentleman knows that in giving Government costs
overhead expenses are not included.

Mr. SMALL. Mr. Chairman, everyone must be in sympathy
with the purpose of the gentleman who offers this amendment
in so far as it is intended to effect economy, but the amendment is
not practicable and will not subserve the purpose which the gen-
tleman has in view.

In the first place, while it appears 1n this particular instance
that the contract price was greater than the cost of what ap-
pears to have been similar work done by the Government, that
was an exceptional ecase. According to my information, upon
the average the contract price of dredging and other exeavation
is less than it usually costs by Government plants,

Now, in making the calculation of the cost by Government
plant there is not taken into consideration the initial investment
in the dredge and the equipment. There is not taken into con-
sideration the necessary cost of supervision by the engineers,
whose salaries are already paid and do not come out of the
appropriation. Neither is there taken into consideration the wear
and tear of the plant; so that when you omit those three items—
wear and tear, the interest on the investment, and the cost of
supervision—it can well be seen that there is no fair comparison
between the cost by Government plant and the cost by private
contractor.

Mr. SWITZER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMALL. Yes.

Mr. SWITZER. Will the gentleman please state how long it
would take to complete the project referred to on the Beaufort
Canal with Government equipment?

Mr. SMALL. It would be indefinite. Probably if they were
given all the money they could spend, by Government plant it
would take 15 years.

Mr. SWITZER. Has not the price of iron and everything
gone up considerably in the last two years?

Mr. SMALL. There is no doubt about that.

Mr. HULBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
there?

Mr. SMALL. Yes.

Mr. HULBERT. Did not Col. Taylor state that if this work
were done entirely by Government plant it would require only
six or seven years?

Mr. SMALL. It is my impression that he said “ 15 years.”

Mr. HULBERT. I have it written down that he so stated;
that it would require six or seven years.

Mr. SMALL. Then I am glad to be corrected.

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. SMALL, Yes.

Mr. SIMS. Is it not a fact that the building of the Panama
Canal was undertaken at first by getting outside men to look
after it, but is it not also a fact that after the Government
placed its own engineers in charge, with Col. Goethals at the
head, they ,continually decreased the cost per unit of construc-
tion from the time they took charge until they finished the work,
and had no motive except to build as best they could for the
least money? And even considering the deterloration in the
value of equipment, the work ever since the engineers took
charge at Panama has been cheaper than any work ever done
by private contractors on earth?

Mr. SMALL. Perhaps that is a debatable question as to the
cost, but there were reasons for putting that work into the
hands of the Army engineers that seemed to be conclusive.
But there is another fact that I wish to suggest, and that is that
there is not a Government plant used upon many works of im-
provement. There are only a few works of improvement where
the construction of a dredge has been authorized by the Gov-
‘ernment, so that on many of the works of improvement in prog-
ress there would be no test of the prospective cost by private con-
tract or by Government plant; so that no matter how much we
may be in sympathy with the amendment to effect economy, yet
as a matter of fact under existing conditions it is impracticable.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North
Carolina has expired.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I believe the chairman of the
committee will agree that when Col. Taylor was before us on
this very proposition he stated that when the Government had.
a dredge upon any particular plece of work it had the effect of
creating competition, so that private companies always reduced
their rate. That is true, is it not?

Mr, SPARKMAN. That is substantially true.

Mr. FREAR. So the very fact that the Government has Its
plant there compels the private company to reduce the charge it
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would otherwise make. In this case of-the Beaufort Canal the
charge is about double: the: cost of Government work. There
was no statement made before-the committee, so far as I recol-
lect, why a million dollars should be appropriated when some-

thing like $200,000 was sufficient: to keep the Government crew:

employed. It-was stated that six:or eight years would complete
the work, if I remember correetly. That means between three
and: four hundred: thousand dollars additional price  for: 1916
beeause of private contractors, without reference to the Govern=
ment dredge. Just why private contractors are to be employed
and why the large appropriation is proposed has not been made
plaim

Mr, HUDDLESTON. My Chairman; it seems to me that the
arguments of the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Syarn]
and of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForoNeY] do not re-
spond to the amendment proposed by the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Goon]. The argument in favor-of that amendment is that
where the Government can: do the work cheaper than it can be
done by private contract'the work ought to be done by the Gov=
ernment.,

Assuming that the Government can do-the-work 25 per cent
cheaper than by having it done by private contract, why should
not-the work be done by the Government directly?’ I ask any
gentleman to give me any good' reason why the Government
should let out the work to private contractors when the Govern-
ment can do it more cheaply than the contract price. This
Government does not exist and Government work is not done
in order to make private business. It is done for: the public
welfare. Contracts are not let in order to have contractors
make profits. They are let in order that the business of the Gov-
ernment may go on in the best and most satisfactory and cheap-
est way.

I.would like to have some gentleman here present a fair an-
swer to the question, Why should we take money. out of the
Public. Treasury merely in order to put it in the pockets of con-
tractors? I want to say to you gentlemen. that I, think all
Government work should. be done-directly by the.Government
when it can be done:as.cheaply and as satisfaetorily as it can
be done by private contractors. If there is any good reason to
the contrary, I should like very much to hear it; for I have
never had the pleasure of hearing such reason in all my life.

Mr, MeLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I.move to strike out the
last two words. I have some information in. regard to river
und’® harbor: work: down on:the:Great  Lakes: I have a: harbor
distriet, and I have seen:some of that work going on, and know

something of the letting of contracts.for the work: As to the,

dredging, I think it would be advisable for the Government to
provide dredges for doing much more of the work than is now
done by the Government itself. On the Great Lakes there.is
one large dredge, or sand sucker, the Gen. Meade, which is in
constant use during the season-of navigation:and.is doing splens
did werk, One-:reason why the: dredging that is: done by the

" Gen. Meade can not be done to advantage by private interests.

is that when the - work is to be let to individuals or private com-
panies it must be let by contract, and often it is n ry to do
dredging  work without  permitting - the time to. elapse which
would be necessary for: getting: bids.for. the work. All along
the shores of the Great Lakes after a storm bars.are formed
at the harbor mouths, and the Gen. Meade is sent from one
harbor to another under the direction of the local Government
engineer to dredge away those bars, and in that way the work
is done promptly: If it were necessary to have the work. done
by private concerns it would be- necessary in each case to:
advertise  for- proposals, and considerable time must elapse,
which would be time wasted.

Now as to the difference between the cost to the Government
of doing its own work and the cost to the Government of having
it done by private interesis, I believe the Government is doing
the work- much more cheaply; although- it'is true, as stated
by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Samaxy], that it is

diffienlt for us to make an estimate of the original cost to the:

Government of supplying the plant, of building the ship, and
of operating and maintaining it when it is not engaged in
actual work. But I should disglike very much to see any re-
duction in the plants of the Government now devoted to that
kind of work. Some one asks why the Government does not do
all that kind of werk itself, and not'permit private interests to
bid on- it and de the work. It is on'aecount of the unwilling-
ness of Congress to supply the money necessary for the build-
ing of these great dredges. I think it would be the: part of
wisdom and that it would certainly work economy if the Gov-
ernment were willing to approprinte the money for the building
of more of these great dredges: The work would be done more
expeditionsly, more satisfactorily, and with economy if Con-

gress wotld approprlnte the money: necessary for the construc-
tion, maintenance, and operation of these dredges.

Mr. SPARKMAN: Chairman, this is another effort to
establish a hard and fast rule .where I think it is not advisable
to de so. The House is not at this time in a position to do that
intelligently. It has nof:the information before it necessary to
enable it to act wisely, even if it were otherwise thought ad:
visable to establish such a:rule;, which I very much doubt. If
a remedy is needed it does not lie along that line, in my opin-
ion, but alcng: the line of more Government dredges; that is,
a sufficient number of dredging and auxiliary plants owned by

the Government to do all the river and harbor work the Gov-

ernment has to do. When the Government is thus equipped and
not: before can: we eliminate this contract  work: I. may say
further; that it has not been the policy of Congress, so far as I
know, to discourage private enterprise. But it has been the
policy to econstruct dredges enough to prevent private contracfors
from holding up the Government, and this has practically been
accomplished. We have a large collection of plants now; per-
haps not as many as we ought to have, but we have enough
to exert a potent influepce on private contractors or would-be
confractors: In some instances it may cost more to employ
them, but in others it is cheaper. Still, in the future it may be
wise to establish some such. rule; but until we have more in-
formation before us, sufficient information to enable us to estab-
lish: an equitable rule—a rule that is workable—we should not,
in: my- judgment, adopt any such provision as: this, and I hope
it will be voted down.

Mr, GOOD. Il ask unanimous consent to proceed for five
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mz. Goon
asks unanimous: consent . to proceed for {ive minutes, Is there
objection?

There was no objection:

. Mr. SIMS. May I ask the gentleman if he does not think
it is our patriotic: duty to save-this Government from being:
robbed of 100 per cent more than a:reasonable profit, by making
no limitation on these things?

Mr; GOOD. Yes; and if this committee votes: down this
amendment it practically reverses itself with regard to the pur-
chasing. of' ammunition and war supplies. A few years ago we
found that limbers purchased from the Bethlehem Steel Co. for
as high at $1,700 and $1,800 apiece were being manufactured in
the Government arsenal for $650 apiece; and Congress put a
stop to:the praetice of paying:that exorbitant price. The gen-
tleman from Michigan says. that the matter of depreciation is
notifigured in here at all. I do not know that. I rather think
he is: correct; but I do. know that- at a hearing: before the
committee on fortifications, when: we were considering.the mat-
ter of depreciatioh of plant relative of the cost of powder, Ad-
miral Twining nppeared hefore the committee and said deprecia-
tion:should be figured at 3 cents a: pound. We found that we
had one Government plant where the buildings and. equipment
cost $340,000 which had an annual eapacity of 3,000,000 pounds.
Multiply: 3,000,000 pounds: by 3 cents, which he said was a rea-
sonable allowance for depreciation, and you have $90,000 a year
depreciation of plant that only cost: $340,000. Then we have
his  testimony- that the: plant ought: to last at:least 10 years,
and- that the Government plant at Indianhead, with slight
improvements, was as good then as it was 10 or 12 years before,
when it was: constructed.

The Wall Street Journal of the 20th of February contains a
statement made by Dow, Jones & Co., wherein they say that
27. munition factories in the United States ‘have contracts of
war orders for 1916 to deliver to the European powers aggre-
gating $2,000,000,000 and that the profits on those contracts will
aggregate more than $1,000,000,000. That is about the percentage
of profit recognized by military men. When you gentlemen come
to face the preparedness bills that will come before this House
you will have the same question that' confronts us now. Are
you going to run away from it or are you going to meet it like
men? If 25 per cent is not enough—and I think it is enough
for: any concern—if that is not enough profit, make it 50 per
cent, but for Heaven's sake do not let the Army engineers in
the future, as: they have in the past, give private contracts with
more than 100 per cent profit. I have instanced cases where
the profit is over 300 per cent. That is all this amendment is;
it simply provides a limitation on the power of the Army engi-
neers and the Secretary of War to grant private contracts. It
provides that contracts shall not be made when the profits aggre-
gate more than 23 per cent as based on the cost to the Govern-
ment. Everybody concedes that the Government costs are always
higher than private costs for the same thing. That has been
testified: to by admirals, in the Navy amd by generals in. the
Army in regard to the production of war supplles. There are
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many reasons for it. It is true because of certain regulations
in all Government work that do not obtain with a private manu-
facturer, and therefore when I am offering an amendment lim-
iting the profit to 25 per cent, based on Government costs, in
actual operation it will yield a profit of more than 35 per cent
to the private manufacturer, and I submit that that is enough
to take reasonable care of interest on capital invested, deprecia-
tion, insurance, and such charges, and it will, in addition, even
pay a big return on watered stock.

Gentlemen talk about competition in contracts. You and I
know that in railroad contracts and river and harbor contracts
there is, as a general rule, no fair competition, and the only
place you have to practice real economy and to protect the
Treasury from being robbed is to write in bills like this limitations
of this kind. I submit that 25 per cent is not only ample, but it
is a liberal profit.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Iowa.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Goon), there were 22 ayes and 48 noes.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Georges River (Thomaston Harbor), Me.: For maintenance, $10,000.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I move to
sirike out the last word. I do that for the purpose of saying to
the chairman that I will ask unanimous consent that before we
consider any of the other items we go to the item at the bottom
of page 4, the East River of New York, and take that up and
dispose of it. The reason I do that is because I think the item in
regard to the East River may influence Members whichever way
we act on it, especially if we reject it. And it would shorten
up the time on the consideration of the bill. Further than
that, I feel that a good many Members will be guided in their
votes on other items quite largely by what happens to that
item.

Another thing, I do not think that it is fair that we should
pass upon the items before we reach the New York item, be-
cause if we are going to take on new projects I anticipate that
will decide a good many votes on the other items in the bill.
Speaking for myself frankly, to illustrate what I mean, if the
New York item be taken on in the bill, being a new project, I
think there are several other items which will be offered as
new projects. I do not think that we ought to be compelled to
vote on the Boston Harbor amendment until we know whether
the committee is going to sustain the River and Harbor Com-
mittee in taking on this new project. I think it would be a saving
of time, and I think it would be fair all around, if we go to
the East River item first. Therefore I ask unanimous consent
that the Kast River item be immediately considered before read-
ing any other portion of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Washington asks
unanimous consent that the item found on page 4 of the bill,
line 23, be considered now, out of its order. Is there objection?

AMr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I very reluctantly ebject
to that. I have been giving it consideration while the gentle-
man has been speaking, and it seems to me that we had better go
ahead with the bill as it is.

The Clerk read as follows:

Harbor at Boston, Mass. : For maintenance, $100,000.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

-\fter the period, on page 2 2, line 8, insert the following :

* Harbor at Doston, Mass. : For improvemcnt with a view of pru\ iding
a channel between President Roads and the ea, 40 feet deep at mean
low water, in accordance with report of the Chioj! of Ln neers, United
States Army, published in House Document No. 931, 8 xty-third Con-
£ross, second session, $400,000.”

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment which I have just offered be regarded as
m-mllng and passed over until the item on page 4, line 23, and
page 5, lines 1 to 12, be disposed of, and that this amendment
which I have just uﬂ‘el e(l be taLen up at the conclusion of the
item referred to.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent that the item and amendment he has offered
therete be passed until after the consideration of the item found
it the bottom of page 4, line 23. Is there objection?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I object.

Mr, TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered by my
colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. TreEapwAY] is, fo my mind,
one that deserves the favorable consideration of this House at
the present time. I do not intend in any way to hold up the
proceedings of this body in supporting this amendment, and it
is only with the intention of laying before the body just what

this amendment means to the people of Massachusetts that I
rise. We have heard a good deal during this session about pre-
paredness. We have been told that we are going {o expend
millions of dollars in building up a Navy and Army, and yet,
Mr. Chairman, at this very moment there stands one of the new
products of the Navy of this country, the Peansylvania, unable
at low tide to come up into the navy yard at Boston, hecause
there is not water enough to admit her. That is the condition
that prevails to-day in the harbor at Boston in the hay of
Massachusetts, and we, the Representatives from that Sfate,
come before you and ask in all fairness to Massachusetts, which
is nearer by 190-miles to the countries across the sea than any
other port of the country, that our harbor be deepened, as it
should be. For years the merchants of Boston and Massachu-
setts have liberally expended their money upon the port of
Boston. For years they have been building up a port that will
be a credit to the Nation, anticipating, as they have, that when
the right time came, and it comes now, the United States Govern-
ment would be willing to put their small share into the bucket
in order that the harbor might be improved as it should be.

In our city within the last few years we have expended
$9,000,000 in building docks and are to-day building the largest
and the best dry dock that can be bulilt for the reception of the
ships for repair. This dry dock will be built at an expense of
over $3,000,000 of the business men's money of the State of
Massachusetts. The State of Massachusetts has sald to the
Government, *“ You have the right to that dock as against all
commercial or business enterprises.” The State of Massachu-
getts has also built at a great expense out of her treasury the
largest pier on the Atlantic coast, large enough to accommodate
six of the largest ships afloat, and in each of these docks they
have deepened the water to 40 feet, while the main channel in
our bay is only 35 feet, and is unable to accommodate ships
that are now being construected, and which should be brought in
for commercial as well as military purposes. A great deal has
been said here in criticism of the committee that has brought in
this appropriation bill, but I do not wish to eriticize that com-
mittee and I will not, because I believe they have done a great
work for the Government. I realize how hard it is to bring in
an appropriation bill that will satisfy everyone. I realize that
every district of the Nation is clamoring for some improvement,
which is the same that we are doing for the improvement in
our distriet, and I realize, too, that it is the ambition of every
Member of Congress that that improvement shall go where he
thinks it is for the best interest for the people of his community
and will bring to the Government the best return. I am a be-
liever in the opening up of the waterways of the country.

I think it is the best thing for the commercial interests of the
Nation that wherever a river is not navigable and it is going to
improve the Nation's resources, it is the duty of the Government
to open the river up to such a degree of nitvigation that any
ship that floats that will be required to enter may be able to do
so. It is with that in mind that we from Massachusetts to-day
say to you—and I know I speak the mind of my colleagnes—that
we do not want to deter this measure by any rider or amendment
that might be proposed. We simply come here and ask as an
act of justice at this time that the navy yard of our district be
protected ; that the commercial interests of our district be pro-
tected ; that means be used whereby one of the great navy yards
of these United States can be utilized to the best interests of the
Government. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts has expired.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman may be permitted to proceed for five minutes
further.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, TAGUE. My, Cheirman, I do not intend to tire this House
with figures or facts; I do not intend to delve into many figures
I could present to the House; but I will ask to insert them in the
Recorp, because I know that before this bill is passed you will
have heard so much of figures that you will not care to go into
them as we should. I do desire to state this: The foreign com-
mierce of the port of Boston for the year 1915 was $290,516,803,
a gain of $57,000,000 over that of 1914, New England manu-
factures one-seventh of the entire manufactured produets of the
Nation, and into the port of Boston and out of the port of Boston
go the greater amount of these manufactures,

The United States has expended on Boston Harbor and its
tributary rivers from 1825 to 1915, a period of 90 years,
$12,668,000, or an average of $140,000 a year, while the State of
Massachusetts in one-half of that time, from 1870 to 1915, 45
years, has expended the sum of $15,000,000, or $343,000 a year.
The receipts from the customs at the port of Boston are over
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$10,000,000 a year, and the income tax to the Government from
the citizens of Massachusetts is $4,400,000 a year. I do mot
bring in these figures to show that any other part of the Nation
or any other river or harbor is mot entitled to consideratien
from this body, but I do contend, and I hope the members of
this committee will agree with me, that when an expenditure
is asked for that means so much to the State of Massachusetts
and to all New England, which means the opportunity of en-
larging the business of that section of the country, the expendi-
ture of $400,000 at this time should not in any way deter the
Members of the House from granting it to us. [Applause.]

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts, Mr, Chairman, the amend-
nment offered by my colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. Treap-
waAY] has another aspect than that of the purely commercial
benefit to the port of Boston by a deepening of the channel.
Preparedness is the watchword of the hour. In the harbor of
Boston we have as fine a navy yard as you can find in the
eountry, ample facilities for repairing battleships; and with
the expenditure of a small amount of money that yard can be
equipped to build battleships. We have, in addition to the
navy yard, a new dry dock, mentioned by my colleague [Mr.
Tacve], which is being constructed under the direction of the
directors of the port of Boston.

I want to say to this committee that battleships now wunder
construction are practically twice the length of battleships
built 12 or 15 years ago, and that we have not in this country
to-day a dry dock that will accommedate the ships that the
present Congress will probably authorize, because if we carry
out

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. The presidential pro-
gram. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Did I understand the gen-
tleman to say we did not have a dock in a navy yard that would
accommodate these vessels?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. I said the ships we will
probably authorize this year.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. What is the size?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. They are eight or nine
hundred feet in length.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I think the gentleman is
mistaken about that——

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. I am not mistaken on that
proposition. I think the genfleman will find——

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The gentleman is mis-
taken about there not being a dock to put them in.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. The only docks under con-
struetion that will take In ships of that size are the dock at
Boston, being built by the municipality, the dock being built by
the Union Iron Works in San Francisco Bay, and the dock at
Hawaii, being bullt by the Government. It is essential, if this
plan of preparedness is to be a successful——

Mr. TREADWAY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. I do.

Mr. TREADWAY. Will the gentlgman be kind enough to
state the depth that these battleships will draw as at present
contemplated?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. That, of course, is a mat-
ter of eonjeeture, because, as I understand, the plans have not
yet been made. Presumably, however, the draft will not ex-
ceed 31 feet. They may not be that draft, but if we are to
have o sucressfnl plan of preparedness we must make it pos-
sible that these great battleships can come from the ocean
into a dock or into a navy yard, and to do that we must pro-
vide a sufficient depth of water in the channels leading from
the ocean to these docks and these navy yards. Henee, it is
essential as a part of the broad plan of preparedness that this
port of Boston and other ports of this country be provided with
sufficient depth of water to take in these battleships. Now,
that does not mean that there should be depth of water enough
to take a battleship under normal conditions; you mmust have
a sufficient depth of water to take a battleship to a dock or to
a navy yard when she has been wounded in a fight and she is
drawing from 5 to 10 or more feet, by reason of that condition,
over the normal draft, otherwise you may lose your ship be-
ecause you can not get her to a place of safety to make the
repairs.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I occupied so much of the
time of the committee yesterday in connection with the subjeet
matter of the amendment now before us that I do not feel in-
clined to transgress too long upon the committee at this time.
I agree most heartily with all the statements made by my two
collengues, the gentleman from Boston [Mr. Tacur] and the
other gentleman from our Stute [Mr. Roserrs]. There is every
argument possible to be made that the appropriation asked for

by this amendment should go inte the bill at this time. In eon-
versation a short time ago with Admiral Benson, he told me
that there was water enough now te get into Boston Harbor
any ship at present in commission. He did say that the future
would require more water to reach the dry dock now in process
of construction, and I called his attention to the fact that the
last improvement of Boston Harbor required 12 years te ecom-
plete; that the dry dock in process of construction now would
require about a year and a half to complete, so that if we are
to have water enough to reach that dry dock we certainly must
begin before the time of its completion. We can not afford to
walit, Mr. Chalrman, 12 years to secure sufficient water to reach
the dry dock put at the disposal of the Federal Government,
paid for by the State of Massachusetts, the largest dry dock en
the Western Hemisphere, o dock which Admiral Bensen testified
before the committee will take in any vessel that can go through
the Panaman Oanal. Now, the gentleman from Illineis [Mr.
Mappex] a few moments ago referred to the percentage between
the amoeount contained in this bill for the various States and the
amount that those States pay into the Federal Treasury in the
way of income taxes.

I just wish to use the comparison to carry out the same idea
as the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Tacug] did in these
same figures. Massachusetts has in this bill to-day $315,000—
$150,000 of it is for improvements and $165,000 of it is for main-
tenance of existing projects. Last year, Mr. Chairman, there was
collected in the State of Massachusetts from the corporation
income taxes, $§1,853,157.41; from the individual income taxes,
$2,683,084.53; making a total paid by citizens of the State of
Massachusetts of $4,580.141.94. So that no Member of this
House can claim that Massachusetts is asking anything unfair
from the Congress of the United States when it affords a chan-
nel whereby its oavn vessels can reach the dry dock built by the
money of the citizens of Massachusetts and which the State is
glad to have the Federal Government use. Massachusetts has
not only made this large contribution to the Federal Treasury,
but has more than matched dollar for dollar in the development
of the harbor. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that that is as fair a
proposition as ever was put before this House.

Mr. SIMS. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. TREADWAY. I will

Mr, SIMS. T hear this income-tax argument so often I would
like to ask a question. Is it not a fact that in sections like this
there is guite a percentage of people who own stock in corpora-
tions beyond the State from which they receive profit and pay
taxes on?

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman frem Massachu-
setts has expired.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous congent that my colleague may have five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman’s re-
quest?

There was no objection.

Mr. TREADWAY. I think the gentleman’s guestion is rather
beyond the point. It is a mutual business transaction. People
get their meney's worth for anything they buy in the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts,

Mr. SIMS. I am not opposing the gentleman’s amendment,
but it is like talking about where the revenues are collected.

Mr. TREADWAY. I do not consider the argument I make as
the sole basis on which I ask the appropriation.

Mr. SIMS. I have no doubt some of the investments in my own
State pay some of that.

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman’s people, then, have invest-
ments in good eorporations.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts
yield to the gentleman from Virginia?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. If I get the time, I am perfeetly will-
ing to answer all questions, but I trust the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors will not cut me off in the matter
of time,

Mr, SPARKMAN. I want a reasonable time to be allowed for
this discussion,

Mr. HOLLAND. Would it not be a good plan to improve
channels used by the Government for the Navy without deviat-
ing too much from the rule of the committee by including new
projects?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. I am glad the gentleman brought
up that question. I referred to it indirectly in my remarks
yesterday. I think the approaches to our navy yards in this

country are absolutely to-day in a class by themselves. There
is no comparison between the merits of improvement of the
approaches to any navy yard on the Atlantic or Pacific coast
with the possibility of improving or maintaining some little
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commercial channel, whether in New England or elsewhere in
the country. That is where we want to spend our money. We
‘want to spend it on just such propositions as this amendment
calls for. It is an element of preparedness. It is what the
people of our country demand to-day, and therefore I say we
come right here absolutely on our merits asking, as one feature
of the element of preparedness, that we deepen the channel so
that battleships can get to the dry dock at Boston and to the
Charlestown Navy Yard. I agree absolutely with the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. HorLraxp].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will my colleague yield there?

Mr. TREADWAY. Certainly.

Mr. ROGERS. Is it not a fact that the port of Boston, in
value of trade, is the second port in the United States?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes; the second port in the United States
and the fifth in all the world. I have all those statistics in the
articles I inserted in the Recorp yesterday.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield there?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Penunsylvania. I hope the gentleman will
make fthat statement with a reservation. Philadelphia is now
the second port in the matter of collections.

Mr. TREADWAY. In what particular?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. In the matter of collections,
and also in the matfer of tonnage. .

Mr. TREADWAY. Well, my authority is the document which
1 guoted from yesterday. If it is not up to date, I am very
glad that occasionally the State of Pennsylvania is not so slow
as our good, old, conservative New Ingland. Certainly it would
not be if all its citizens were like the gentleman from Phila-
delphia. [Applause.]

But. Mr. Chairman, in order that the gentleman may not
have too exalted an idea of Philadelphia’s greainess and as a
matter of accuracy I will state the total value of imports for
the Massachusetts district in 1915 was §159,917,216, whereas the
value for the Philadelphia district was $67,013,141. Also, total
number of trans-Atlantic passengers handled during 1913 out
of Boston was 114,000 and out of Philadelphia 87,000.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Well, Mr. Chairman, under
those circumstances I will not press the fact so as to interfere
with the gentleman’s argument. [Laughter.]

Mr. TREADWAY. Now, Mr. Chairman, my argument for
this amendment is based very largely on two factors. One is
the article we find in the House document to which I referred
when I effered my amendment—House Document 931, Sixty-
third Congress, second session. It contains this statement from
the Board of Engineers:

The navy yard located at Charlestown is one of the most important
in the country. The strategic conditions are such that in the event of
a war with almost any European power of importance a naval battle
may be expected off the New England coast. Ia such an event, how-
ever the hattle might result, there would probably be a number of
crippled ships of the first class coming into the yard for repairs, and
some of these, on account of their condition, drawing more than their
normal draft.

That is exactly the nature of the argument used by my col-
league, Mr. RoserTs, and it has the official backing of the Chief
of Engineers. I am quoting directly from the language used in
his report. Then again I referred yesterday to the annual re-
port of the Secretary of the Navy which he made to this Con-
gress on December 15 last.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has again expired.

Mr. TREADWAY. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman,
for five minutes more.
The CHAIRMAN.

request?

There was no objection.

Mr. TREADWAY. The Secretary of the Navy, in his report
submitted to this very Congress on December 15, 1915, uses this
language:

It will be the grentest graving dock in the world. When completed
it will readily dock the largest war vessels built or contemplated to be
buiit for the future, sufficient in size to receive commercial vessels con-
siderably larger than the giants in the trans-Atlantic Ocean trade.

This monumental work, involving an expenditure by the State of
Massachusetts of well over §3,000,000, while blzinﬁmmnstructed ri-
marily for the commercial Bnrpo@el of the port of ton, will afford
the Navy of dry-dock facilitles In this most important harbor superior
in extent and size to that available at any other American port, and by
arrangement give the United Btates Government prior and paramount
use of the dock in time of war.

I think I have guoted that section now three times upon this
floor, and I shall be glad to quote it three times three if it will
bring home to the minds of our Members here the importance of
the proposition I am presenting.

Mr. BORLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
there?

Is there objection to the gentleman’s

Mr. TREADWAY, Yes.

Mr. BORLAND. I understand the gentleman is urging this
improvement largely as an entrance to the dry dock at Charles-
town Navy Yard?

Mr. TREADWAY. There are two facilities. Do not confuse
them. There are two of them, the dry dock and the navy yard.

Mr. BORLAND. But in addition to that, it is also a com-
mercial channel, used by the port of Boston?

Mr. TREADWAY. Certainly.

Mr. BORLAND. 8o that the use of it by the Navy is only
one feature that the gentleman is laying some stress on, and
in addition to that the port of Boston is largely benefited by
the channel being open?

Mr. TREADWAY. Undoubtedly., I said yesterday, Mr.
Chairman, that the argument at the present time is not based
on the commercial interest. We have the argument for that;
but we want here to-day to be put to the test, and the call of the
hour is for better preparation all along the line. We must have’
a bigger Navy, we must have docks at which the vessels can
be repaired, and we must have a yard where they can be
equipped. Above all, we must have a sufficient depth of water
to make use of these facilities. It all goes to make up a part of
the preparedness program.

And it is, as I have said several times, largely on that score,
rather than on the commercial side, that I present the claims of
Boston to this House at this time.

Now, I want to add just one word more about the report of
the Secretary of the Navy. Just what did he intend to convey to
this House by the report he made to us on December 157 I
recognize that it is perhaps not the means by which the execu-
tive departments ask for legislation. They go before our com-
mittees in the usual process of appropriating for various items.
But it does carry with it the weight of the judgment of the
Secretary of the Navy in ealling to the attention of the House
of Representatives various meritorious ideas which he wishes
to impress upon the membership in view of their action.
What other reason would there be for the Secretary of the Navy
spending his time in writing a report if it was not that he
wanted his opinion brought before Congress, with an idea of the
influence that it would have on congressional action? So I am
very willing indeed to leave this case in your hands, realizing
what the views of the Secretary of the Navy are and the im-
portance of the immediate adoption of this project for prepared-
ness. [Applause.]

Under permission given to extend my remarks I append the
report of the Chief of Engineers and the report of the Board
of Engineers and a portion of the survey from the district en-
gineer officer, Lieut. Col. W. E. Craighill:

War DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS,
Washington, April 25, 191},
From : The Chief of Engineers, United States Army.
To : The Secretary of War.

Subject: Report on preliminary examination and survey of Boston
Harbor, Alass,

1. There are submitted herewith, for transmission to Congress, report
dated December 11, 1912, by Col. Frederi¢ V. Abbot, Corps of Enginecrs,
and report dated April 4, 1914, with map, b{[ Lieut. Col. W. E. Crgii_ghﬂl,
Corps of E eers, on preliminary examination and survey, respectively,
autiorized by the following item contained in the river and harbor act
approved July 25, 1912,

" Boston Harbor, Mass.,, with a view to securing increased width and
depth in the channel from President Roads to the sea ; also with a view
to providing deep-water connection with such suitable terminals as may
be established by the directors of the port of Boston.”

The act approved March 4, 1913, provides for an examination of
“ Boston Harbor, Mass., with a view to securing increased width and
depth of channel from Mpystic River to President Roads.” As this
locality is Included within the scope of the investigation authorized by
the act approved July 25, 1912, and is covered the reports men-
tioned above, no separate report thereon will be submitted.

2, The exist project for improvement of the portion of Boston
Harbor specified the above-quoted items provides for channels 35 feet
deep at mean low water, 1,200 feet wide from the navy yard at Charles-
town and the Chelsea Jdge and Charles River Drilge to President
Roads, 6 miles, and 1,500 feet wide from President Roads through Droad
Sound to the ocean, ﬁ miieg, at an estimated cost in round numbers of
$7,994,000. This project is nearly completed. The commerce of Boston
Harbor is large and important, and a number of deep-draft vessels are
engaged in its foreign trade. It appears<that several hu}e foreign steam-
ghf;gunee have recently entered the Boston service, and the further im-
provement of the entrance els desired is largely to focilitate the
movement of these vessels, the existing channel capacities being an‘ge
for all coastwise vessels and for the balk of the foreign carriers. I
district officer states that the most impertant desire of the Boston inter-
ests is that the large steamers may load te full capacity in the port itself
and sall direct to their destinations abroad without to the tide
and without touching at any other American port to complete thelr car-
goes. Taking into account the low tides at cer the effect of
the winds uopon the water surface, the presence of ledge rock on the
bottom, and the neceseity for am;i.l:n clearance for decp-draft he
reaches the conclusion timt the er channel from the mvi' yard to
President Roads should be given a depth of 40 feet at mean low water
;—ver a widt:l‘ of GO0 feet covering the southerly half of the present 1,200-

‘oot chann
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This work is estimated to cost $2,500,000. For the outer or Broad
Sound Channel he recommends a depth of 45 feet in the rock section
amnd a nominal depth of 40 feet where the material can be dredged,
this channel to be 900 feet wide and to be located along the south-
casterly slde of the present 35-foot cut, with a slight bend to the east-
warid at the entrance opposite Finns Ledge. The cost of this channel
is estimated at $985,000, He proposes to do the bulk of the work by
contract, but for the prompt and economical execution of the project
and for Its maintenance after completion he recommends the con-
struction of a self-propelling seagoing ladder dredge, with aeagolnf tug
and necessary domp scows, at an estimated cost of $360,000, making a
total expenditure of $3,845,000 for work and plant, with $30,000 an-
nually for maintenance. To this extent he believes the locality to be
worthy of further improvement, and in this view the division engineer
CONCurs.

8. These reports have been referred, as required by law, to the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and attention is invited
to its report herewith, dated April 22, 1914. In connection with its
consideration of the subject, the board visited the locality and held
a public hearing in Doston on March 19, 1913. For reasons fully
expiined the board conslders it inadvisable to enlarge the present
inner channels of Boston Harbor at this time, but it is of opinion

. that the Fneml project for the harbor should be modified by providing
a channel between P'resident Roads and the sea, on the lines recom-
mended by the district officer, 900 feet wide except at the outer end,
where it widened to 1,100 feet, 40 feet deep in general, but 43 feet
deep through rock. and the building of a dredging plant, at a total
estimated cost of $1,545,000.

4. After due consideration of the above-mentioned reports, I con-
cur with the views of the Board of Engincers for Rivers and Harbors,
and therefore report that the further improvement of Boston Harbor,
Mass., is deemed advisable to the extent of providing a channel be-
tween President Roads and the sea, on the lines recommended by the
district officer and indicated on the accompanying map, 900 feet in

width, widening to 1,100 feet at the outer end, 40 feet deep at mean
low water in goneral, but 45 feet deei) through rock, and the con-
struction of a dredging plant, at a total estimated cost of $1,545,000,
The initial appropriation should be $400,000 in ecash, with contract

authorization for the remainder.
: DAN C. KINGMAN,
Chief of Engincers, United States Army.
REPORT OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARDORS ON
BURVEY,

[Third indorsement.]

Boarp oF ENGINEERS FOR RiIveErs AXD Hannoms,
April 22, 1913,
To the Ciier OF EXGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY :

1. The act of July 25, 1912, provides for a preliminary examination
of Boston Harbor, Mass.,, with a view to securing increased width
and depth in the channel from Presldent Roads to the sea; alse with
a view to providing deep-water connection with such suitable terml-
nals as may be established by the directors of the port of Boston. The
act of March 4, 1913, provides for an examination of Boston Harbor,
Mass., with a view to securing increased width and depth of channe
from Mystiec River to Presldent Roads. Both subjects are covered
by the reports on ¥m11minary examination and survey, submitted here-
with, under the act of 1912,

2, The entrance channel to President Roads have been under im-
provement sinee 1867 under projects providing successively for depths
of 23, 27, 30, and 35 feet. On these channels there had been ex-
pended to June 30, 1912, Emctically $11,000,000, The total expendi-
tures for the harbor, including tributary streams and auxiliary works,
have amounted to something over $12,000,000, The 23, 27, and 30
foot channels have been completed. The 35-foot pro ect, which pro-
vides for a width. of 1,500 feet in Broad Sound and 1,200 feet inside
of President Roads, was adopted by the act of June 13, 1902, and is
nearly complete, there being an available depth of 33 feet, although
the work done has not included the removal of Finns Ledge, a detached
251-foot ledge lylng about a mile outside of but in line with the
35-foot channel. The district officer states that if a 40-foot channel
is provided by Congress, the best method of disposla‘;ﬁ of Finns Ledge
will be to use it as a foundation for a lighthouse. e range of tides
atGBfosmn Navy Yard is from 8.1 feet to 10.9 feet, the mean tide being
9.6 feet.

8. The forelgn commerce rsggrted herein has in recent years ranged
from about 1,600,000 to 2, ,000 tons, wvalued at $190,000,000 to

200,000,000, There is also a very large coastwise commerce at Boston,
but this is carried in moderate draft vessels and does not pro})erly
enter into the consideration of f;reater depths in the channels of ap-
proach to this harbor. BSeveral large foreign steamship lines have
recently entered the Boston service, and the further improvement of
the entrance channels desired is Iar;i'elx to meet this condition.

4, The State of Massachusetts, through the directors of the port
of Boston, is doing its part toward the development of the harbor by
the creation of an anchorsfe basin, connecting channels, and extensive
terminals, on which and for other Improvements there has been ex-
gender] nearly $8,000,000 up to the present time, and provision has

een made for a further expenditure of about $7,000, . It is in
connection with the latter that the second item of the act is concerned.

5. The district officer’s study of the needs of commerce in the inner
harbor, taking into account the low tides at certain times, the effect
of the winds upon the water surface, the presence of ledge rock on the
bottom, and the necessity of ample clearance for deep-draft vessels,
has led him to the conclusion that a depth of 40 feet at mean low
water is essential, He has given consideration to a width of 1,200
feet, corresponding to that of the present channel, but concludes that a
width of 600 feet will answer the needs of the Fort for tmm{ ?‘ears to
come, The survey covered a channel north of Governors Island, as
suggested by the directors of the port of Boston, but the results show
that to create a channel here 40 feet deep would be much more expen-
sive than by following the present channel. Moreover, it appears that
the propused terminal developments at Bast Boston will not available
in the near future, and therefore the channel to the north of Governors
Island is not urgently needed. -

6. Varlous estimates are submitted for the ounter or Broad Sound
Channel m\'prln% widths of from 900 to 2,000 feet by slightly different
routes and depths of 40 and 45 feet, The investigations of the dis-
trict officer, which included comsultations with (‘XPQPININ.‘(‘I navigators,
led him to the conclusion that a channel depth of 45 feet in the rock
section and a nominal depth of 40 feet elsewhere, with a whith of 900
feet, widened to 1,100 feet at the outer end where the channel bends
to the eastward of Finns Ledge, will serve the needs of commerce for

the present. For the prompt and economical execufion of the project
and its subsequent r.\t:-nanr:r,\ﬂ the district officer belleves a seagoing
ladder dredtﬁ;,nwlth NEeCessar oating plant, is desirable, and he sub-
mito an es te therefor. e recommends the locality as worthy of
additional improvement in accordance with the following estimates:

An inner channel 600 feet wide, 40 feet deep, from President

Roads to the navy yard ——— 82, 300, 000
An outer channel from President Roads 1o the sea 900 feet

wide, with a slight bend at the outer end, and 1,100 feet

wide at the entrance east of Finns Ledge, 40 feet deep

through rock and of sufficient de;i;h to insure safe naviga-

tion at mean low water for vessels 1equiring 40 feet draft

in the inner harbor___ 9805, 000
Dredge with seagoing tug and dump SCOWS - oo ee e 560, 000
Total 3, 845, 000

His estimate for the maintenance of the project 1s $30,000 per annum.

The division engineer concurs in the views and recommendations of the
district officer.

7. In addition to the information secured through the reports on pre-
liminary examination and survey the board held a public hearing in
reference to this subject in the city of Boston on March 10, 1913, which
was largely attended by representatives of the prinecipal interests con-
cerned. It appears that the needs of the city of Boston have, up to the
present time, outgrown successively the various projects adopted for
the entrance channels, and arrangements have recently been made with
some of the more important trans-Atlantic lines to engage in service at
this port, using large and deep-draft vessels, for which an increase in
depth 1s consldered necessary. It is claimed that cut of a total of 172
vessels in existence in 1911-12 having a length of 500 feet or over, 256
were in the Boston trade, and 4 others over G600 feet in length had
been contracted for., These vessels draw from about 30 feet up to 34
feet, Stress was laid upon the fact that Boston has an advantage over
New York in that it shortens the trip to European ports by 190 miles, a
matter of particular Importance to the passenger service.

8. It is quite clear f-om the data presented that the present entrance
channels at Boston Harbor have ample width, and that the additional
depth desired is merely to enable a few 1 trans-Atlantic passenger
boats to sall fully loaded without reference {o the tide, The European

rtg for these same boats do not generally have as great low-water

epth as that already provided at Doston. A change of not exceeding
three hours from a fixed time of departure would apparently enable the
largest of these boats to sail without any dificulty. It is not believed
that the resulting inconvenience would be sufficlent to warrant the large
initial expenditure of ncarl{ $4,000,000 to prevent 1t.

9. On the other hand, it is apparent that on account of the excep-
tional exposure of this locality a somewhat greater depth is nceessar{ n
the outer channel from President Roads to the sea In order to give it a
capaclty equivalent to that of the inner channel, and the board belleves
that a depth of 40 feet is required for this purpose. Moreover, In giving
the depth of 40 feet it is considered advisable to remove ledge rock to a
depth of 45 fect, as the additional expense involved is not very large.
The board thercfore concurs with the distriet officer and the division
engineer in recommending the outer channel proposed by the district
officer, except that the general ‘pl‘ﬂ{ﬂ:‘t depth should be limited to 40 feet.
The board also concues with the distriet officer and the division engineer
ilne'r'lhe opinion that it is of great importance to provide the Government
dredge,

10. In conclusion, therefore, the board considers it inadvisable to
enlarge the present inner channels of Boston Harbor at this time, but
it is of opinion that the general project for the harbor should be maodi-
fled by providing a channel between President Roads and the sea, on
the lines recommended by the distriet officer, 000 feet wide, except at the
outer end, where it is widened to 1,100 feet, 40 feet deep in general, but
45 feet deep through rock, and the bullding of a dredgin{:'l ]ialnnt, at a
total estimated cost of $1,545,000. The initial appropriation should

rovide the sum of $400,000 in cash and contract authorization for the

nee.

11. The board concurs with the district officer and the division engi-
neer in the opinion that a lighthouse on Finns Ledge is essential to
properly mark the entrance and give reasonable safety to navigation,

12, In compliance with law, the board reports that there are no ques-
tions of te facilities, water power, or other subjects so related
to the project proposed that they may be coordinated therewith to lessen
the cost and compensate the Government for expenditures made in Lhe
interests of navigation. .

For the board :

W. M. BLACK,
Colonel, Corps ng Engineers,
Senior Member of the Doard.
* L] L3 L] - L -

SURVEY OF DOSTON HARBOR, MASS

WaAr DEPARTMENT,
UNITED STATES EXGINEER OFFICE,

Boston, Mass., April §, 191}
From : The District Engincer Officer.
To: The Chief of Engincers, United States Army
{Through the Division Engineer).
Subject: Survey of Boston Harbor, Mass,

1. In comri:liance with instructions in your letter dated Alarch 27,
1013, the following report is submitted on the survey of * Boston Iar-
bor, Mass., with a view to sccuring increased width and depth in the
channel from President Roads to the sea; also with a view to %:‘;ovldlng
deep-water connection with such soitable terminals as may estab-
lished by the directors of the port of Boston."

These instructions were accompanied by the following recommenda-
}.I:‘?ﬂss of the Doard of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors of March 24,

“ 2 1t Is recommended that estimates be prepared for depths of both
40 and 45 feet, and widths of 1,200, 1,600, and 2,000 in the outer chan-
nel; and for a depth of 40 feet and widths as suggested by the district
officer in the inner channel™

u%‘(lile (i::ﬁer of Engineers directed that these recommendations be com-
il with.

2, The channcl is divided into two parts, viz, from the bridges at
the head of the harbor to President Roads, about 53 miles, and from
President Roads to the sea, which is, to the outer end near Finn's
Ledge by the present deep-draft channel, about 3 miles, It is neces-
sary first to consider and fix the depth required in the channel from
the city to President Roads, which will be designated as the inner
channel. Three controlling features are present, needs of

{age the
deep-sea traflic using the port, (b) the new dry dock being built with
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Btate funds and the State terminals at Bouth Boston, and (cg the
navy yard at Charlestown. OUn October 16. 1912, the Acting

tary of the Navy advised the Secretary of War of the following recom-
mendation of the General Board, which had been approved by Navy

l)q?artment:

“The General Board recommends that channels leading to all the
first-class docking, repalr, and supply yards be dredged to a depth of
40 feet at mean low water and to a least width of 7560 feet, and greater
it practicable.”

a) The needs of the deep-sea traffic would require the extension of
the channel to the upper harbor, where are located the White Star,
A'lan, Red Btar, and other trans-Atlantie lines. The expense to the
United States to meet the needs of euch commerce would be lessened
by requiring all iines to establish themselves in one nelﬁhburhood. and
eﬁorts to this end are belng made. For the present study, however, it
is not a material matter, as if the channel {8 to go to the navy yard
the commercial docks of deep draft at the ugper end of the inner har-
bor would be similarly benefited. The most important desire of the
Boston interests is that the large steamers may load to full capacity

in the t itself and sall direct, without regard to the tide, to their
destination abroad, without touching at snﬁl other American port to
complete their 8. The advantages of this manifest and the com

that full cargoes can be offered. A vessel
eapable of loading to 84 feet, wnich has to go to sea drawing :33
say, 81 feet, loses the most profitable part of the voyage. The -
tional 8 feet draft in vessels of the type under consideration would
carry practically one-third more cargo, with comparatively little in-
crease of cost to the carrier. PBoston is the commercial center of New

nd, and with proper facilities can draw both amnd import
business from and to the most lmportant manufactor States in the
country, which are mear it, without regard to Its business with the
Middle West. It has exceptionally good facilities at both State-owned
and private terminals for transferr

mercial statistics Indieate

freight from rall te vessel and
vice versa, as no Ui htcra%e is re?ui . In this respect it is superior
to New York, and 1 have been told by the Chicago agent of ene of the
most important trans-Atlantic lines that Boston is preferred by his
company for this purﬁmae. The largest class of steamers now coming
to this port are capable of loading to depths of 33 to 34 feet; when
under way in shallow water. even at the moderate speed required for
steerageway, they mo doubt settle as much as 3 feet more at the stern.

Twice & month, when the spring tides occur at the sailing hour, there
may be 1 to 8 feet less than the present mean low-water depth. A list
of predicted tides in excess of 1 foot below mean low water at Boston,
from Coast Survey Tide Tables, 1918, is nided. (Not cﬁrtntml.)
These do not take into account the effect of the wind, which at not
infrequent intervals produces low tides in the inner harbor five-tenths
to 1 foot below the predicted normal. This effect of the wind natu-
rally grows ess as we approach the open sea. My conclusion is that
it is reasonable to say that 40 feet is desirable in the inner harbor for
the commereial interesis of the port, this margin being no more than
is reasonable to allow under the ship’s bottom teo make her steer prop-

erly. Added to this are the uncertainties of main any deep
channel within a foot or two of the project, or even of know whether
or not the depths exist to within 8 limit. The or of too nar-

row a margin between a wvessel’s keel and the bottom is a mere than
usnally serious consideration in Boston Harbor because of the presence
of ledge rock bottom over large areas. The above remarks in this para-
graph are based on vessels drawing 34 feet, the deepest draft now used
or under contract for use in Boston Harber, but many of the newer
steamships are belng built to load to as much as 87 feet. There is no
reason why these steamers may not later come into Boston, if not
within a few -years on account of the commerce of the port, at least
for dry-dock accommodation. I am informed that the Aguitania,
Mauretania, Lusitanig, and Imperator are unable to deck anywhere on
this side of the Atianfic. Any one of them could readily be accommo-
dated in the dry dock now building at South Boston.

b) The dock is the nearest to the sea of the three points to be
e purposes named above, It is belng bmilt to have 35
feet on the gills, and could at normal high tide dock vessels of fmrhnga
43 feet draft. This Indicates that they are providing for at least 40
feet draft. This is also the depth bel.ntgh provided at the State termi-
nals at South Boston and Commonwealth Pier No. 1, East Boston, in
the slips ana approaches.

(c) The navy yard located at Charlestown is one of the most impor-
tant in the country. The strategic conditions are such that in the
event of a war with almost any b.‘nroBgnn power of importance a naval
battle may be expected off the New gland coast. In such an even
bowever the battle might result, there would probably be a number o
crippled ships of the tirst class coml%linta e yard for repairs, and
somr:agf thest?. on account of their condition, drawing more than their
nor draf

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment
will not be adopted. There is really no excuse for it at this
time that could not be urged in favor of many other projects
that we are leaving for another bill. This is essentially a new
project—one of a class that we have excluded from this bill,
with one single, solitary exception. That exception is the East
River project. 1 may say, further, that this project is not on
all fours with that by any means. There was one overpower-
ing reason for the insertion of that project in this bill, namely,
the letter expressing the conviction of the President that it
should go in as a part of the national-preparedness plans to
come up before Congress at this session. :

Mr. TREADWAY. I should like to ask the chairman of the
committee whether, if a similar communication had been asked
for and secured from the President in behalf of the Boston
project, he would then consider it overwhelmingly necessary to
put it in the bill?

Mr. SPARKMAN. If, in addition to such a request from the
President, the proper naval officers had come before us, as in
the East River project, or in any other way had assured us that
they needed this improvement in the Interest of the Navy, and
that its improvement was urgent, of course, we would have
included it in the bill,

reached for

But they have not done that; on the contrary, they have
practieally said it was not urgent., Admiral Benson, in speak-
ing of the importance of Boston as a navy yard, says in a letter
to myself:

Referring to our conversation over the telephone—

This letter was written on March 4—

and to more fully state the situation with regard to the navy yards
and channels on the eastern coast of the United States, I think it well
to inform you that the omly navy d on this coast mow fitted for
building battleships is the one at New York, which emphasizes the
necessity for deepening the channel to that yard.

A little further on and with reference to the Boston yuard he
says:

The Boston yard has ome building slip on which an 8,500-ton shi
is being coanstructed and will be completed h}:mbabiy this year. t
would be ne , -0 order to build battleships at this yard, to con-
struct an entirely mew bullding slip, and it 15 not belleved desirable
to do this at that yard.

We therefore see that, so far as the Government dry dock is
concerned, there is no necessity for its improvement. It is
urged here, however, that, while it is not needed for that pur-
pose, it is necessary on account of the fact that the State of
Massachusetts proposes very soon to erect——

Mr. TREADWAY. Is erecting——

Mr. SPARKMAN, Is erecting and will have constructed
within the next three or four years a dry doek capable of
accommodating battleships. But that yard is not now ready,
is only under construction, and will not be completed for three
or four years. Now, if this Congress adjourns, we will say, on
the 30th of June—I can not tell as to that—

Mr. TREADWAY, We will pray for that.

Mr. SPARKMAN., Or it may be in July or August, or when-
ever it is, only a very few months will elapse before we will
have another river and harbor bill. Then this particular
project can, no doubt will, come before the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors, where it will be duly considered, and, if it has the
merits that our friend from Massachusetts says it has, it will
most assuredly be adopted. I am mnot, however, making any
promises just now.

The CHAIRMAN,
has expired.

Mr. SPAREMAN,
five minutes.

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida [Mr. Spark-
aran]-asks unanimous consent to proceed for five minutes. Is
there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. SPARKMAN. 1 know something of this preject, having
read and studied it very carefully. The work recommended
begins 6 or T miles from the city of Boston and covers the stretch
of channel known as Presidents Roads, a channel about a mile
and a half in length. It is the outer channel from Boston, lead-
ing into deep water in the Atlantic Ocean. They have 35 feet
of water there now, with a 9 or 10 foot tidal rise, which
affords 45 feet at high tide, or an available depth of 40 feet.
That tide carries the same depth up to the city of Boston and
to the navy yard they are now constructing there, so if the -
plant was finished and ready now 1 would not consider it as
presenting an urgent case by any means; certainly not such a
case as would justify an exception to our rule as to new projects.
New York, with the greatest navy yard on the Atlantic seaboard,
capable of accommodating the largest battleships that we pro-
pose to build, has only 30 feet of water.

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. MADDEN. Is not the genfleman mistaken about the
depth at New York. Is it not 40 feet?

Mr, SPARKMAN. Oh, no; not up to the navy yard. It is

The time of the gentleman from Florida

1 ask unanimous consent to proceed for

only 30 feet.
AMr. HULBERT. Twenty-six feet.
Mr. SPARKMAN. The gentleman fromm New York [Mr. Hur-

BERT] says only 26 feet. Whatever the depth is, it is not suffi-
cient to admit these large battleships to the navy yard except
at high tide. But I am not going to discuss that particular fea-
ture now. We will reach that later.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. Has the committee had before
it any other new project like that at the port of Boston which
it declined to consider?

Mr. SPARKMAN. We have had many projects before us,
150 in number.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Were there any other navy-
yard projects like that at Boston before the committee?
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Mr, SPARKMAN, Yes; there was a navy vard brought to the
attention of the chairman of this committee by the President
some time ago, with the request that it be given consideration by
the committee.” That was the navy yard at Charleston, S. C.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I want the gentleman to ex-
plain whether any other ports have made similar requests like
that of Boston,

Mr. SPARKMAN, Yes; both Norfolk and Charleston. Now,
Mr, Chairman, a word in regard to the work the State of Mas-
sachusetts is doing in the matter of developing her rivers and
harbors. She is doing well along that line. Few, only two or
three others, if any, are doing as well, and they are on the
Pacific const. But that should not influence us in this matter.
The questioa here is whether we want to include in this bill
another new project, one not in the same class with the ones we
have included. There is no excuse and no reason for it, and I
hope the amendment will not be adopted.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, this item
under consideration differs from the New York item in one re-
spect only, and the chairman of the committee has told you what
that respect is. The only mistake the gentlemen from Massa-
chusetts made who are in favor of this amendment was that
they did not go to the White House and get its indorsement. In
every other sway it is equal with New York, except that it is
better because they are going to have a larger dock. The truth
about the matter is there is no emergency in either proposition.
It is simply nn attempt to take advantage of this general propo-
sition of preparedness to get some money that otherwise they
could not get. That is all there is in either one of the proposi-
tions. Notwithstanding what the gentleman from New York

said, that I insinuated that he was playing politics, I assure.

the committee that I would not accuse the gentleman from New
York under any circumstances of playing politics. [Laughter.]

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yield ?

AMr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.

Mr, FITZGERALD. The gentleman did not do me the honor
to pay close attention to my remarks. I did net charge the gen-
tleman with intimating that I was playing politics. What I
resented was the intimation that the President of the United
States, according to the gentleman from Washington, would stoop
to request Congress for money for an improvement for national
defense, merely as a subterfuge, when he was, according to the
gentleman, seeking political advantage. I do not think it was
worthy of the gentleman from Washington to make such a charge
as that against the President, and to represent him to be doing
an ordinary * fence-repairing job” that the gentleman from
Washington and myself might indulge in without much eriticism.

Mr. MANN, Which the gentleman from New York was, in
faet, indulging in. [Laughter.] :

Mr. FITZGERALD. Oh, no; I am a fence demolisher and not
a fence repairer. [Laughter.]
~ Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Of course the gentleman
from New York would not indulge in playing polities. I would
not make that assertion on the floor of the House or anywhere
else. If the gentleman from New York had read the rest of the
report that he had in his hand——

Mr. FITZGERALD, T intend to put it all in the REecorp, as
well as my letter from which the gentleman quoted one sentence.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. That one sentence was
enough; I did not want to incorporate the rest for fear that
some one wonld accuse him of playing politics. If the gentleman
“hind read a littlé further in the report, he would have found these
words:

It should, In fairness to the President, be stated that the presenta-
tion of the matter to him was entirely ex parte, and he was undoubtedly
misled as to the facts and no doubt belleved that an emergency really
existed. DBut the majority of the committee can have no such excuse
for their action. They had all the facts before them, and they knew
that there was no existing reason justifying the inclusion of this item
in the bill. In fact, the only defense made of the item was that the
President desired it.

And that is the only defense made of it now. That was the
defense that the chairman of the Rivers and Harbors Committee
just made.

Mr. SPARKMAN, I want to say that that was {he one propo-
sition—not the overpowering reason, but the very great reason
why we took it on, and I couple with that the explaaation that
Admiral Benson, from the navy yard, made as to the impor-
tanece of the work,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The explanation Admiral
Benson made absolutely demonstrated that there was nothing in
the proposition at all.

The CHAIRMAN.
ton has expired.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
five minutes more.

The time of the gentleman from Washing-

Mr. Chairman, I ask for

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman’s time
will b2 extended five minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Now, gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I am not saying anything that I think I ought not to say
as to what occurred in the commmittee. I think it appears in the
report, but the truth about it is that there is not n man on that
committee that would have voted for this item except the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. HuLperr] if it had not been for the
letter, not from the President, but from his secretary, and I
would not accuse the secretary of playing politics any more
than I would accuse the gentleman from New York.

Here is what happened: We went through the bill and took
on no new items. The President had intimated that on account
of the condition of the Treasury, as I understood it, we should
not take on any new items. I was one of the Members who was
in favor of taking on the new items. I believed this New York
project ought to be put in the bill on a commerecial basis, but it
was no more emergency than many other items. But after we
had done that, after we had gone through the bill, too late to
get on any other item, then comes this letter from the President's
secretary saying there was this emergency. I have respect for
the President. We took it up, went into it and investigated it,
and the investigation showed that there was no emergency what-
ever in regard to it. My distinguished friend from Missouri,
Judge Booner, when Admiral Benson was before the committee,
asked the question if there was not the same condition existing
in all of the navy yards on the Atlantic coast, and his reply was
substantially “yes.” He sald the same condition existed at
Philadelphia and Norfolk and a worse condition at Charleston,
S. C. So there was no emergency, and this talk that my friend
from Massachusetts made——

Mr. HULBERT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.

Mr. HULBERT. Did not Admiral Benson state that there
was sufficient water at Boston for the accommodation of the
largest vessel of the United States Navy?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I do not know.

Mr. HULBERT. Did he not state that there was sufficient
water in the Delaware River for the accommodation of the
largest vessel in the United States Navy?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.
interrupted any more,

Mr. HULBERT. The gentleman yielded to me for a question.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Is the gentleman through
with his question?

Mr. HULBERT. No; I am not.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Then state it.

Mr. HULBERT. What does the gentleman mean, then, by
stating that the conditions at all of these navy yards along the
Atlantie coast are the same?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. T meant just exactly what
Admiral Benson said, and I quote from the hearings:

Mr. BooHEr. That navy yard is open at all times?

Admiral BExsoN. Yon would have to go up the Delaware, and you
have to take it at gractim:ly high water. It is the same thing at
Norfolk. You would want the high water, because the channel at
Norfolk is very restricted, and at present it is too marrow to turn one
of our big ships.

Mr. Booner. Then the navy yards all along the Atlantic coast are
practically in the same condition as the one at Brooklyn is—the harbor
conditions are practically the same?

Admiral Dexsox. I do not know. I do not think so, sir.

Mr. BooHEr. You say you have got to wait for high water if you
take the Buttermilk Channel? What is the difference in the channel
there and at the other navy yards?

Admiral Bexsox. The conditions are practically the same in that
respect—that yon have to wait for high water; but at Norfolk, for
instance, I think the later ships coming out will have considerable
difficulty in turning.

And that is the only thing that has ever been contended for
the New York yard, that sometimes they have to wait for high
tide in order to get in there. That is the testimony of Admiral
Benson, and the testimony further shows that there are from
20 to 30 minutes in the day when they have extremely low water,
and it is troublesome for a battleship to go up the channel., Not
only that, but I call attention to the fact that Admiral Benson
testified that during the year—now, listen to the great emergency
for making the exception, the great exception—on an average
20 batitleships go up to the New York Navy Yard, and the
emergency is that there are 30 minutes in the day when these
2:) lmtt]lcsh!‘ps making these 20 trips could not get up to the
channel. .

Mr. SMALL. Mr. Chairman, this amendment putting in the
bill a new project for Boston can not be adopted without doing
a great injustice to a great many other projects throughout the
country which have received favorable reports and which are
also clamoring to be included in the bill. Boston is a great port
for commerce and for other reasons, and the directors of the

I do not want {o be
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port of Boston have constructed wonderful terminals and a
great dry dock, but these are not decisive of the guestion.. The
amendment is to add a new project to this bill. What is the
project? There was authorized by Congress in the act of 1912
an examination and survey with a view to increase the width
and depth from President Roads to the sea, and also to pro-
vide deep water in connection with sueh suitable terminals as
may be established by the directors of the port of Boston. Here
is a project which was favorably reported, and I haye the map
before me. The report says that no further improvement is
needed from the navy yard for G miles down the harbor to
President Roads, but they do recommend that from President
Ronds to the sen, a distance of 13} miles, they have an increased
depth from 35 to 40 feet, and an increased width at the outer
edge. That is the project which is sought to be included in
the bill, so that if the project is adopted you get no deeper
witer from the navy yard to President Roads, a distance of G
miles, than exists at the present time. Boston already has been
generously provided for. They have 35 feet from Chelsen
Street Bridge and Charles Street Dridge and from the navy
yard down to the sen.

There is no other harbor in the United States which has a
greater depth by improvement than 35 feet, except the harbor
of New York, and that only on the North or Hudson River side.
The navy yard is on the East River side, and the proposed East
River project has reference to that.

Mr. TREADWAY. My, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SMALL. In a moment, When they get to this East
River project, the project asked to be adopted is for 35 feet,
the same as Boston hag at the present time, leading up to the
navy yard, and I may say at the same time that there is no
harbor in the United States having a navy yard that to-day
has a depth of more than 33 feet by improvement leading to it.

Mr. SULLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMALL. Oh, at Portsmouth the depth was natural and
they did not get it by improvement. The same is true of
Puget Sound. I am talking about channels improved by dredg-
ing. There is no improved channel lending to any navy yard
in the United States that hias more than 35 feet, and Boston has
that depth already. So the chairman of the committee is right.
There is no emergency about it. You can not adopt this project
without doing a grave injustice to many other projects upon
which favorable reports have been made.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. Chairman, without particular reference
to this particular Boston project, I think it is due to my col-
league [Mr. Firzeerarp] that the proposition that this is a
political matter aimed at reconciling the Democratic Ttepre-
sentatives from New York City with the President be refuted
by a Republican from the city of New York. ;

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The gentleman is the first
one who has mentioned that.

Mr. BENNET. Oh, that is the report, and that is the purport
very largely of the attack on my colleague. The facts are these,
that at the beginning of the Congress two or three of us intro-
duced bills covering this whole East River project, amd nlong
about the 1st of January we held a meeting of the delegation
from New York City, to which the entire 24 were invited, which
meeting was attended by more than a majority, irrespective of
politiecs. Our colleague [Mr. Frrzaesanp] was elected by the
voice of his colleagues chairman of our city delegation, and
while there was no formal vote taken, there was an expression
of the sense of all of us that both he and Mr. HuLserT, who rep-
resented our city on the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,
should use every reasonable effort to get this particular project
in whole or in part in the bill. There were no polities in it. If
any politics have been injected into it, T unwittingly am the
guilty party.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlemuan yield?

Mr. BENNET. Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is it the deliberate judgment of the
gentleman that this is in the interest, necessarily and properly,
of adequate national defense?

Mr. BENNET. -Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then I am for it; I do not care how
much Democratic politics there is in if.

Mr. TREADWAY. Does the gentleman from Ohio under-
stand the project the gentleman is discussing? My amend-
ment is for Boston Harbor.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I was talking about the New York
project.

Mr, BENNET. It is in the interest of adequate national
preparedness and adequate defense, and it seems to me that
the P’resident of the United States, as Commander in Chief
of the Navy, is not at all to be eriticized when he favors this

exception to the rule at the request of the united voice of the
Republican and Democratic Representatives fromm the city of
New York.

We demand the whole project if we ean get it, but we are
glad to get part, if not more.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.

Mr. BENNET. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
is in the interest of preparedness. I trust the gentleman will
say why. Admiral Benson did not say.

Mr. BENNET. When we get to our amendment, if there is
opposition, I do not want to take up the time on the Boston
amendment to do that,

Mr. GILLETT. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BENNET. Yes.

Mr. GILLETT. Will the gentleman say how many Repub-
I(l’mns there were in the 24 Representatives from New York
ity ?

Mr. BENNET. Ob, I regret there are not more.

Mr. GILLET. But how many are there?

Mr. BENNET. Out of 24 there are 7.

Mr., MOORE of Pennsylvania. They are united?

Mr. BENNET. Absolutely united.

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman stated that a majority of
the 24 were present. How large a majority of the Republicans
were present?

Mr. BENNET. My recollection is every one of the 7 Republi-
cans were there, and my recollection is there were something
like 19 of the 24 present.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. I would like to ask if there ever was
a time when all of the Representatives of the two parties from
the State of New York have not been able to unite on an appro-
priation for New York Harbor?

Mr. BENNET. Never, because the approprintions for New
York Harbor have been always correct and proper,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that
the noes seemed to have it.

On a division (demanded by Mpr. Treapway), there were—
ayes 29, noes 80.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask unanimous
consent to extend iny remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none.

The Clerk read as follows:

Merrimac River, Mass.: For maintenance, $10,000.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I mwove to amend by adding
the letter “ k" to the word “ Merrimac,” in line 18,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the mmmendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 2, line 18, add the letter “k " to the word ‘* Merrimae.”

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I have been struggling since
coming to Congress to have the name of the Merrimack Liver,
on the banks of which I live, correctly spelled. The Govern-
ment I'rinting Office seems to have a distinet aversion to spell-
ing it us the Indiansg, who gave it its name, intended, and in-
sists on habitually omitting the final “ k. About three months
ago the Geographic Board of the United States was asked for
a ruling upon the correct spelling of the name of this river;
under date of January 5 they handed down a ruling that it
should be spelled with a final *k.” The Geographic Board, as
I need not remind Members of the House, is charged with the
duty of passing upon the spelling of doubtful geographic names.
I quote from the current Congressional Directory, page 340, a
paragraph defining the duties of the board:

The hoard passes on all unsettled questions concerning geographic
names whieh arise in the departments, as well as determining, chang-
ing, and fixing place names within the United States and its insular
possessions, and all names bereafter suggested by any officer of the
Government shall be referred to {he board before publieation. 'T'he

decisions of the board are to be accepted by all the depavtments of
the Government as standard authority.

I suppose there will be no disposition on the part of this
House to question that ruling or to decline to acquiecsce in
saying that the word * Merrimack ™ shall hereafter always be
spelled with the final “k.” I am ambitious, Mr. Chairman, I
will say, to be known in Massachusetts and New Hampshire as
the man who anchored the “ k" in the “ Merrimack ” River.

Mr. MANN. Has this amendment the approval of the simpli-
fied-spelling faddists?

Will the gentleman yield?

The gentleman says this
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Mr. ROGERS. If I can get their approval, I will place it in
the Recorp. I ask the chairman of the committee if he will
accept the amendment?

AMr, SPARKMAN. I will say that if that is the way this river
ought to be spelled I have no objection,

Mr, SIMS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to oppose the amendment,
unless the gentleman says it is done in the interest of national
preparedness. We are not asking for anything that does not
include national preparedness.

Mr. MANN. Does not the gentleman think it will be harder
to get up the river if it has the “k " in it?

Mr. ROGERS. The change will make the river longer and
bigger. It ought to help navigation on it. So the amendment
comes within the requirements of the exacting gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Sius].

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The guestion was taken, and the Chair announced the noes
seemed to have it.

On a division (demanded by Mr. Rocers), there were—ayes 65,
1noes none.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr, Chairman, I desire to
submit a few remarks in relation to an item which has been
passed in reference to Pollock Rip Channel, Mass.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman asks unanimous consent
to proceed for five minutes. Is there objection? [After a
pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, Mr. Chairman, I did not
obtain an opportunity to enguge the attention of the Chair
before the item had been p

The item in regard to Pol]ock Rip Channel is one that has
been provided for by an appropriation in every river and harbor
bill since 1911 but the item has been rejected in the Senate on
account of some extraordinary demand from all-powerful Sena-
tors during 1914 and 1915. This matter of the improvement
of Pollock Rip Channel is a subject that has been discussed
by vessel owners and by maritime interests along the entire
Atlantic coast for many years.

It had the opposition of engineers of the United States for
several years, until finally, after the matter was presented be-
fore the Rivers and Harbors Committee and after a hearing at
Newport, R. 1., at which the maritime interests of the Atlantie
coast were represented, reasons were given by master mariners,
mates, and pilots who had traversed the coast on the southerly
side of Cape Cod in Vineyard and Nantucket Sounds which con-
vinced the engineers that there was an opportunity to make an
improvement on the important shoals in the Pollock Rip Channel
which would provide safety in the means of navigation, which
would guarantee greater protection to human lives and better
security to owners of vessel property and to the owners of val-
uable cargoes, which had long been menaced by lack of a direct
channel of suitable width and depth through this important
waterway. Pollock Rip Shoal is located about 60 miles from
Boston. It has two distinet angles in it, and it is made very
hard for navigation, one of them with 90 degrees radius and the
other with 70 degrees radius, in line for a course that makes it
distinetly dangerous for vessels navigating this most dangerous
const, - Finally, after the presentations made at the hearing
to which I have referred, the engineers made a preliminary
examination in order that they might obtain information upon
which they could make a report to the Congress as to the neces-
sity of this important improvement to navigation. As a result
of this examination and report an appropriation of $125,000
was made, which was ineluded in the river and harbor act of
1912, and the appropriation of a second sum of $125,000 was
included in the act of 1913.

The dredger Navesink was sent to Nantucket Sound for the
purpose of demonstrating by means of a thorough examination
and persistent work that two dangerous shoals, known as
Bearses and Stone Horse Shoals, which had been referred to
as an impediment in the channel, were assemblages of large-
sized gravel stones, almost the size of paving stones, and that
they could be removed and would be useful in defining definitely
the line of the proposed channel. The proposed depth of the
channel was to be 30 feet and the proposed length of it was to
be T miles and the proposed width was to be 1 mile. Thus the
usefulness and importance of the proposed improvement was
nindde apparent.

There has been nothing done upon this important channel
during the last two years, and it was thought by some of the
engineers, before any work was begun, that it would be impossible
to maintain a definite channel through that part of Vineyard
Sound, which was so tortuous and which had so many sloughs
a1l shifting sands In it, and that it would be impossible to main-

tain either a depth or width of channel urged by the proponents
of the improvement ; but the advocates claimed if the channel was
made of suitable width and depth, and if it were constructed in
the direction of the wind and tides passing through the channel
the expense and improvement would be fully justified. It
appears from the report made and submitted to Congress on the
21st of January of the present year that the work which was
done two years ago has given a depth eof 46 feet for a part of
the channel and not less than 30 feet where the work has been
completed. The fact that the work done has not deteriorated
during the last two years clearly demonstrates the usefulness
of the work done, the permanence of the channel and its impor-
tance to the maritime interests of the entire Atlantic coast.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts has expired.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr, Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that I may have five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN, Without objectlon, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, the lmpor-
tance of this channel that I call to your attention is emphasized
in a report that is submitted here, showing the commercial sta-
tistics of the channel.

I want to say further that this channel has no local bearing.
It is a channel that affects the commerce of the entire Atlantic
coast, In fact, the map that was presented here by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore] this afternoon showed the
entire Atlantie coast that would be benefited by the improvement
of the Pollock Rip Channel that is proposed to be made. I will
read a portion of the commercial statistiecs presented by the engi-
neers. I read:

It Is estimated that a commerce of over 20,000,000 short tona annu-
ally will be benefited greatly If it be practicable to construct and main-
tain the proposed chanpel. It is impracticable to estimate the value of
the commerce passing through this locality. During the calendar year
1914 the following vessels are reported as g ‘?uwd the I'nllock
Rip Slue Light Vessel : Steamers, 5,160 ; millng. 4,380 ; barges, 7,008,

That makes in all 17,238 different vessels passing througlr that
important channel during the year 1915. I think these fucts
alone clearly demonstrate the usefulness of the channel. I
believe that it is a very wise appropriation, and I trust that the
money will be expended, if this appropriation meets with the
approval of the other branch of Congress, in such a way as
will demonstrate more fully the real advantage which this
channel, which has been such a menace to navigation for a very
long period of time, will be to future ages. [Applause.]

Mr, Chairman, under authority granted me to extend my re-
marks, I append extracts from the reports of the United States
Engineers which give useful information regarding this im-
provement :

POLLOCKE RIP SHOALS, NANTUCKET SO0UND, MASS.

Location : Pollock Rip Channel is the northerigopuasn.ge through the
shoals off the eastern entrance to Nantucket und, connecting the
deep water of the sound wltb that of the ocean, It is about 20 iniles
east from the harbor of Vineyard Haven on the island of Marthas
Vineyard, Mass.,, and 60 m[les south from Provincetown Harbor, at
the northern extremit ot Cape Cod

Present project: ‘?reant %oject. mugt b_\r the river and
harbor act of July 25. Cong., 2d «zms{
provides for experimental ging on the nhnala ua'ln%nn available
Government-owned plant under appropriations ng $250,000,
with a view to determining the amount of 1m rovement, ii any,
which may be advisable. The mean range of the tide is about 8.7 feet
at Mononomy Point,

Conditions at the end of fiscal year: The present mejm' which
provides for experimental dredging, is co Begleted. it has been
demonstrated that a dredse of the t{ is well adapted to the
conditions that obtaln the locality and to the material to be
handled. In the vidnity of Stone Horse Bhoal the Increased width
of channel at a point where there is a sharp bend In the existing sail-
ing course has been immediately beneﬂcml to navigation. The increased
depth obtained at the eastern end of the channel has not been utilized
by commercial vessels, but would be of t importance in the event

gfu:ther prosecution of this work. he total expenditures under
the Ermnt project has been $220,431.42, all of which were for original
wor

Local cooperation: None.

Effect of improvement: The effect of the improvement on freight
rates, If any, will not be known until the improvement is completed,
but the widening of the channel near the Shovelful Light Vessel has
made the sharp turn in the sailing course somewhat easier,

Proposed operations: Further operations await the action of Con-

ess.

nce 1_he close of the last fiseal
Lhe Chier of Engineers has rorward
glneers for Rivers and boru n res
uary 18 of the present year,

ear, and on January 21, 1910,
a report of the Board of En-
nse to resolotion dated Jan-
mﬁ whether, in its ufinitm any fur-

ther improvement of the Iocallty thin u:e scope of roject con-
templated In sald report is justifi the commercial interests in-
volved, and if so whether the remﬂta o tained b; f the work authorized
by the river and harbor act ﬂpproved July 25, 19 2, have been suflicient
to determine the extent and character of the mproveme.nt to be fur-
ther undertaken. The report recommends legislation authorizing the
rmanent transfer of the dredge Navesink, or such other suitable
gle-edge as may be available, and an annual np ropriation of $150,000
for its operation and upkeep In carryln the m mvammt n ong the
general lines indicated “{ ger J the recom-
mendation of the boa and that or t mstrlct officer, to which

reference is made,
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Recommendation of the Board of Englneers for Rivers and Harbors:

“The board concurs in general with the views of the district officer
and the division engineer, but it belleves that the construction of a new
dredge is not advisable, as it understands that the dredge Navesink can
be spared permanently for this work and can perform the desired service
effectively. The navigation interests involved are of great importance
and they earnestly desire the continuance of the work. It is believed
that the results have been sufficiently encouraging to warrant the ex-
{)ense involved. Experience indicates that with the dredge Narvesink
his work could be carried on at an annual cost of not exceeding
$150,000. ‘The board therefore recommends legislation aunthorizing the
permanent transfer of the dredge Navcsink or such other suitable dredge
as may be avallable to this work without charge, and an annual appro-
riation of $150,000 for its operation and upkeep in carrying on the
mprovement along the general lines indicated by the district officer.

“J'or the board:

“W. M. BLACE,
“ Colonel, Corpa of Engineers,
“ Senioy Member of the Board,”

Recommendation of the district officer :

*“(a) That it is not practicable to produce and maintain by dred lng
operations the proposed mile-wide channel with a clear depth of 3
feet, as defined by the lines urlgimlly }Jrojecteﬂ.

“{b) That it is doubtfui if it will be found practicable to make
and maintain a similar channel within modified limits in this locality as
a permanent im]irm'ement. owing to the shifting nature of the material
of the shoals, the effects of storms and currents, and the absence of
m:t}!il]l;al material tendencies to preserve a channel of that depth and
width,

“(¢) That it will be practicable to render great assistance and benefit
to a very large and important commerce bytprovitl[uﬁ a suitable dredging
vessel to be assigned to duty at the shoals for an indefinite period. he
general duties of such a vessel would be to keep constantly in touch
with the location of the best channel, the tendencies of changes in the
effects of the natural scour and wave action, and to assist the natural
agencies wherein their tendencies are favorable to improvements in the
location and depth of the nmavigable channel. The regular presence of
such a vessel would insure that passing ships would know where the best
water is and would insure a st disaster or accident resulting from
m%id t-hnniea. She would show the way to passing vessels and con-
tribute to the beneficial effects from inereased scour which it is believed
by those having local experlence would result from regulated use of any
new channel. Just at present, if the appropriation would permit, a
dredger would render valuable service by assisting the natural tendenc;
to scour in the east end of the new channel and in removing the extend-
ing shoal near buoy 3A.

“Joux MiLris, Colonel, Engincers.”

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Thames River, Conn. : For maintenance, $9,000.

Mr. FREEMAN, AMr. Chairman, I desire to offer the following
amendment. 7

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, FrEExaN: At the end of line 25, at the
bottom of page 2, add the following: * For improving the harbor at
New London, Conn., in accordance with the report submitted in IHouse
Document 613, Sixty-third Congress, second session, and subject to the
conditions set forth in sald document, $170,000.”

Mr. FREEMAN. Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding the un-
timely fate of the Boston project, I feel it my duty to offer this
amendment. This amendment is identical with a provision in
the bill of 1914, which was favorably reported by the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors and successfully passed the House,

Only under a strict construction of the rule regarding new
projects can this be considered a new project. But whether
it is or not a new project, I hold that the good faith of the
United States is involved in the passage of the amendment
I have pro :

At the very beginning of this matter, when the State of
Connecticut took up the improvement of New London Harbor,
she invited the cooperation of the Federal Government; but
the matter did not go very far before the Federal Government
demanded as a condition precedent the expenditure of $1,000,000
by the State of Connecticut. As I pointed out yesterday,
various reports were made, and the proposition was approved
by the division engineer, the district engineer, the Board of
Engineers, the Chief of Engineers; submitted to the House,
approved by the committee, and passed the House. Then the
State of Connecticut began to expend this money. She has
spent nearly all the $1,000,000. She has erected a modern pier
1,000 feet long. She has dredged the channel to a depth of 35
feet, to meet the Government channel, which still remains but
26 feet in depth. So that unless this amendment prevails, the
sole object of the State of Connecticut in spending $1,000,000
for harbor improvements in order to accommodate ocean-
going traffic is entirely lost.

No Member of the House, least of all the distingnished chair-
man of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, has had aught
to say save words of praise and commendation of the gen-
erous, energetic public spirit of the State of Connecticut in
this enterprise. Not even the critical gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. Frear] could find any fault with a local expenditure
of $1,000,000, coupled with the modest request for a Federal
appropriation of $170,000 to be spent upon a real harbor, with

an annual traflic of a milllon tonsg, of the value of $125,000,000,
It meets every criticism raised by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MappEx]. Connecticut has always been a dividend payer
to the National Government. Whether you figure it in customs
taxes, corporation taxes, or individual income-tax returns, Con-
necticut has always been in the front rank. This bill contains
scarcely anything for the rivers and harbors of Connecticut.
The State of Connecticut has erected this 1,000-foot pier and
has dredged this channel, It has a pier equipped with all the
modern conveniences, railroad tracks running upon it, with
ample railroad connections; the Grand Trunk going through to
the North and to the far West, and the New York, New Haven
& Hartford going through all New England and to points be-
yond., -

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr., MANN., I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman
may have five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Connecticut may con-
tinue for five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. FREEMAN,. This magnificent natural harbor, within
15 or 20 minutes of the open ocean, open at all seasons of the
year, free of all delay from fogs, with a saving of 6 hours and
at times of over 24 hours, as compared with New York and the
Ambrose Channel, with lower wharfage charges, and with a
saving of 50 cents a ton, because of the direct unloading from
the ship into the car or from the train into the ship, is a com-
mercial proposition of benefit to every shipper and every con-
signee in the country.

I do not know that I ought to overwork the preparedness
proposition, but it meets that test. If you assume that this is a
new project and that new projects can come info this bill only
in connection with national defense, I submit that this project
completely meets that test. One hundred and twenty-five miles
nearer Europe than New York, New London guards the eastern
entrance to New York Harbor. Within 4 or 5 miles of New
London are the strongest coast defenses in our Nation to-day,
modern and up to date. You may have noticed on the map sub-
mitted by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore] the
location of Fort Michie, Fort Terry, Fort Mansfield, and Fort
Wright. Our fieet could retire behind these forts into the har-
bor of New London for necessary repairs, for coaling, and so
forth. In the War of 1812 the fleet of Decatur found there a safe
and secure retreat. With this appropriation to deepen this ehan-
nel to 33 feet our fleet of dreadnaughts could find a safe and
secure place of refuge in the harbor of the city of New London.

.Now, gentlemen of the House, I believe that the project I
have offered here meets every condition laid down by the advo-
cates of this bill and every criticism advaneed by its opponents.
It seems to me, indeed, n strange situation if out of an appro-
priation of $39,000,000 for rivers and harbors you can not find
$170,000 to make good an implied obligation of the Government
of the United States which has cost the State of Connecticut
$1,000,000 and which is an absolute waste—at least the interest
on it—until you make good. .

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREEMAN. Certainly.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Have you a dry dock at
New London?

AMr. FREEMAN, We have a navy yard with a base for sub-
marines there. We built there a dock from which were built the
Minnesota and the Dakola, two of the greatest cargo-bearing
ships that were ever built.

Mr. HULBERT, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREEMAN, I will

Mr. HULBERT. Would it not shorten the distance of any
vessel coming from the gouth and intending to make New London
a port for a vessel to proceed through Hell Gate instead of going
down around Rhode Island?

Mr. FREEMAN. 1 hardly agree to that, because I think the
trip up through Ambrose Channel and through Hell Gate would
be longer ; but I am not sure of that.

Mr. HICKS. Does not the gentleman think it would be the
shorter route for vessels to land at Fort Pond Bay, at the east
end of Long Island?

Mr. FREEMAN. I think the railroad facilities there would
hardly be sufficient.

Mr. MADDEN, Mr. Chairman, I think good faith requires
affirmative action on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Connecticut. The State of Connecticut and the city of
New London have expended a million dollars to build a great -
pier to saccommodate incoming ships. Alongside this pier
they have built the channel which will accommodate any
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ships that float the seas, and only because of the fact that the
Government of the United States has failed to deepen the
outer harbor are they unable to use the channel on which they
have spent a million dollars beeause of a tentative agreement
between the people of the State of Connecticut and the people
of the United States. It seems to me that there ean be no more
meritorious proposition embodied in the bill than the amend-
ment now proposed and pending before the House, and if there
is any merit in the bill at all that merit will be increased by the
insertion of the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Connecticut.

Why invite communities to invest vast amounts of meney to
furnish facilities which can not be used unless the Government
does its part? The State of Connecticut can not be expected
to deepen the outer harbor leading up to the channel on the
edge of which they have bailt a great pier and in connection
with which are the railroads leading east, west, north, and
south, with all the facilities for loading and unloading vessels
from the ship into the train and from the train into the ship
without any cartage, with more economical methods of meving
the cargoes than can be found anywhere else in the eountry.
All these facilities can not be utilized simply because the Gov-
ernment of the United States refuses to appropriate $170,000
to deepen the channel which will enable the ships to reach the
pier upon which the people of the city of New London have
expended a million “dollars with the distinet understanding
that the Government of the United States would eooperate
when that million dollars was expended. I hope the House
will see the necessity, importance, and justice of adopting the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Ceonnecticut. [Ap-
planse.]

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment will
not be adopted. It is true the item was inserted in the 1914
bill with 75 or 78 other items, but they all went out in the
Senate. There are a lot of items in the same class with this.
I would not like to throw any rocks at this particular project,
but it is not as strongly urged by the engineers, even from a
commereial standpoint, as some other prejects that went into
that bill. 8till, unless the committee changes its mind from
what it was two years ago, the chances are that it will be in-
serted in the next bill containing new projeets. Until then it
sghould wait with the others similarly situated.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. For years Congress has been endeavoring, where it was
practicable, to induce local authorities te spend money in the
improvement of rivers and harbors and to get loeal munici-
palities to provide docks and wharves.

Here is a case where this has been done under a practical
agreement with the Government to construct a pier and channel.
The loeal authorities have done in this particular case what we
have been unsuccessfully trying to get other municipalities to
do—the local municipalities have earried out their share of the
agreement, spent a millien dellars, but the technieal rule of the
committee is invoked to prevent the Government from in good
faith earrying out its contract. I say contract hecause that was
the agreement. I do not believe in violating contraets. There
was an understanding that the Government would do the outer
channel work, which would cost $170,000. The loeal people
have gone ahead and construeted their pier and deepened the
channel, at a cost of a million dollars. Now, the committee
asks us to be too mean to complete our share of the understand-
ing, in order to spend large sums of money &t places where we
are bearing all the expense and the local people are bearing
not any of the expense, and where the commerce is not so impor-
tant, whatever else may be said.

It will not do to say that there are 65 or 75 other cases like
this, because it is not correct. There is no other case in the
United States like this. There has been, so far as my observa-
tion goes, no other case where the local people have expended
the same amount of money to do their share in order to get a
little spent by the Government. As a rule, if anything of the
sort was done it would be that the Government would spend a
million dollars and the local people $170,000. I think we ought
to  encourage the local people who are willing to do more than
their share, and that we may well keep our agreement, and
at that we will continue to pay the most of the money out of
the Federal Treasury and get very little of it from stingy
municipalities. When a municipality or a State is generous, we
ought to meet them—with a little stinginess, it is true, but we
ought to meet them.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Maxn] says that there is no other place in the country
where the same amount of money has been offered or expended
by loeal authorities, and he may be technieally eorrect as to that.

It may be that no other place has put up just a million dollars
or proposed to put up precisely that sum of money, but there are
several other places in the country where they are willing to
contribute and are contributing large sums of money, some di-
rectly, for the improvement of a river or harbor, some by way
of terminal building, I will mention one, the much-abused
Trinity River. There local interests came forward and offered,
if we would adopt the project, to put up dollar for dollar with
the Government until $3.000,000 should have been contributed,
but we could not meet their offer at this time, because a certain
survey now under way is not finished, and, further, because it is
a new project.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin,
yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Did New Londen pay out this
money under a law providing that if it would make that ex-
penditure the Government would make this other expenditure?

Mr, SPARKMAN, O, nothing of that kind.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsini. Then whence comes this state-
ment that this was put up under an agreement?

Mr. MANN. I said a practical agreement,

Mr. SMALLE. Then I will state that this meney was put up
by the State of Connecticut, not by the city of New London.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Wasliington. Mr. Chairman, in refer-
ring to the matter of contributions I think there are perhaps
other localities that have made ecoutributions equal to this, but
there is one situation in regard to this particular item that does
not exist in regard to any other, and T am surprised that the
Secretary of the Navy has not sent some communication in
regard to this particular item to the committee. Here is the
situation at New London. Up at that great dock where the
Minnesola and Dakota were constructed they have2 35 feet of
water. The localities. have provided that depth of wafer.
They have a channel there that is only 26 or 28 feet at high
tide to reach this doek. If we would expend $330,000 we would
have access to that great dock, and this is what the Govern-
ment practically agreed to do, as I understand it. If there are
any items in all this bill that are for preparedness, here is one
of them. It is proposed to spend $700,000 on the East River
where they can already get a battleship through, where they
already have no trouble in taking her on either side of Gov-
ernor's Island, at high tide, but here is an opportunity to seeure
the use of a great dock where they alrendy have the water at
the dock, at an expenditure of $330,000. This item ought to be
made an exception, not only beenuse the Government, to a
certain extent, entered into a contract—I am not arguing that
phase of it—but as a question of preparedness. Here is an
opportunity for the Government to get into a dry dock for
$330,000, and no such condition exists anywhere else in the
United States. I think under the circumstances that this item
ought to be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Connecticut.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
SPAREMAN) there were—ayes 28, noes 44.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Connecticut River, Conn.: Of the agemnﬂaﬂsn- authorized in the
river and harbor act approved July 235, 1912, so much as may be ncces-
mm. in the diseretion of the Chief of hngineers. be expended for

tenance dredging in said river above Hartford.

Connecticut River, Conn. : For maintenance below Hartford, $15,000.

Mr. TREADWAY., Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. These two items in reference to the Connecticut
River bring up the very interesting subject of another impor-
tant measure that is excluded from the present bill under the
vote of the committee not to take on new projects. Long be-
fore my service in this body a very strenuous effort was made,
and continued over a peried of years, to secure navigation in the
Connecticut River from Hartford to Holyoke. Finally a favor-
able report has been secured from the Board of Engineers,
House Document 417, Sixty-fourth Congress, first session. This
is a great step forward toward securing navigation to Holyoke.
This project waits both the pleasure of Congress in adopting
new projects and the possibility of cooperation between indi-
viduals or private corporations and {lie Federal Government in
hydroelectric development. I therefore hope that the time is
not far distant when we can have new projeets in the river
and harbor bill and &lso when a general dam aet such as is
probably the proposal of the gentlfeman from Georgia [Mr.
Apamson] in this Congress may be adopted. We have con-
served so strongly the natural resources of the country that we
have wasted indefinitely the possibility of development of that

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
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kind. Conservation hag run riet, and it is time that we did
conserve by saving the great waste that has been lost for all of
these years, The Connecticut River is one of those projects,
and therefore I am heartily in favor of such a proposition as
will bring it before the House. I addressed the House at some
lengith on the subject of Commnecticut River navigation in the
last Congress and so will not take up further time to-day. I
ask umanimous consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD
in order that I may incorporate in my remarks the recommenda-
tions of the engineers.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

COXNECTICUT RIVEE BETWEEN HARTFORD, CONN,, AND HOLYOKE, MASS.

. War DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE oF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS,
Washington, November 12, 1915,
From : The Chief of Engineers, United States Army.
To: The Secretary of War.
Subject: Preliminary examination of Connecticut River between Hart-
ford and Holyoke.

1. There are submitted herewlith for transmission to Congress re-

orts, dated May 28, 1918, and April 15, 1915, with maps, by Maj.

El‘ B. Pillsbury, Corps of Engineers, on preliminary examination and

survey, respectively, authorized by the river and harbor act approved

ﬁnrch 4, 1918, of donnecﬂcut River from: Hartford, Counn., to Holyoke,
nss,

2. The Connecticut River is under Improvement from its mouth to
Hartford, a distance of 52 miles, with a view to securing & channel 12
feet deep at mean low water and 100 feet wide. The project has not
been completed, but a channel of sufficlent depth to accommodate
vessels having a draft of 10 feet has been fm:willetl and is belng main-
tained. The stretch from Hartford to Holyoke is 34 miles leng, and
is naturally divided into three distinet seetlons. From Hartford to
the foot of Enfield Rapids, 104 miles, the river has a sandy, shifting
bottom ; from the foot to the head of Enfleld Raplds, 5% miles, the
total fall of low water Is 35 feet, and the bed of the river is l.ltrgeuﬁy
rock; from Enfield Rapids to Holyoke, 18 miles, the river is of mod-
erate width, gentie slope, fair depii, and stable bottom. From 1871 to
1883 a small amount of wing-dam work was done by the United States
between Hartford and Enfield Rapids, and appropriations have: been
since made for malntenance of this work. Permanent benefit, however,
can be secured only from a more radical and expensive form of im-
provement. Seve examinations and surveys with this object in
vlew have been made. The most recent of these prior investigations
was made In 1909 and 1910, and the report is printed in IHouse Docu-
ment No. 818; Sixty-first Congress, second session.

3. To render the improvement of this section of the river: commer-
cially successful, having in mind the needed. capaeity of vessels and
their suitability: for na tion in Long Island’ Sound, the district
officer belleves that a depth of 12 feet at mean low water and width
of 100 feet should be given. He submits a plan providing for a channel
of these dimensions, to be secured by the construction of locks and
dams at Hartford and at Enfleld Rapids and by channel exeavation
and regulating works: of lmited extent, at a total first cost to the
Uniled States of $1,870,000, and $65,000 anoually for maintenance
and operation, this estimate being on the basis of the Enfleld Lock
and Dam being constructed by private interests. If this lock and dam
is: not constructed ' b; vate interests within a reasonable time, he
believes the United Sta should undertake the entire work and lease
the power crented. On thls basis, the cost to the United States will
e inereased to $3,050,000. Ile recommemds, however, that the appro-
priation: be made sub, ‘to . the provision that no work be done by
the United States the Secretary of War is satisfled that sda«ﬂmte
terminal facilities under municipal or other public control will be
provided at the citiess of Springfield, Holyoke, and Chicopee by the
time the project is completed. he  division eer concurs in the
main with the distriet officer, but believes that work should not be
uniertaken by the United States unless the lock and dam at Enfleld
Rapids are constructed by private, municipal, or State funds, and the
use of all water needed for navigation p es be deeded to the United
States by the sarties operating the dam for power purposes.

4. These reports have been referred, as ired law, to the TBoard
of Ingineers for Rivers and Harbors, and attention is invited to its re-
port herewith, dated September 14, 1915, concurring in general with
the views of the distriet offieer and. the: division engineer.

5. After due consideration of the above-mentioned report, I concur
in general with the views-of the district officer, the division engineer,
and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and therefore re-
gwrt that the improvement by the United BStates of the Connecticut

iver between Hartford, Conn., and Halyoke, Muass., 18 deemed advis-
able to the extemt o!']im:ridir:ﬁ!ra- chanuel ' 12° feet deeg at mean low
water and 100 feet wide, under’ the plans proposed by the district
officer: (subject to such maodifications as mag oggpm.nﬂvimble during
construction), at an estimated cost of $1.870, for first construction
and $65,000 annually thereafter for maintenance, subject to the follow-
ing conditions :

(e} That water power or other interests will consiruct a new lock
and dam at Enfield in accordance with the plans proposed by the dis-
trict officer or such other modified plans as may be approved by the
Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War, under the general provi-
slon of law Epllmble to such cases;

(b) That the lock and such adjacent land as may be needed for its
operation and care he deeded without' cost to the United States,
and sufficient power shall be supplied free of cost for its operation,
but' that otherwise the lbek: sha.ﬁ be maintained and. opera at the
expense of the Federal Gevernment;

(¢) That those constructing the lock amd dam shall assome all re-
sponaibility: for clalms for dama that may arise from flowage rights,
from Injury to water power; or from any other source; and

(7) That the cities of Springfield, Holyoke, and Chicopee shall make
s?i{{n_hle provision for terminal facllitles utfmctory to the Becretary
of War.

The first appropriation should be $520,000, with authority to enter
into contracts to an additional sum. of ,000. Subsequent appro-
priatiens should be at the rate of $350,000 per year for three years.

Dax C. KINGMAN,
COhicf of Enginecrs, United States Army.

REPORT OF THE ROARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AXD HARBORS ON SURVEY,
[Third indorsement.]

Boarp or ExciNeEns For Rivens axp Harpons,
September 14, 1915,

To the Ciier oF ExGINERRS, UNITED BTATES ARMY :

1. The talIoswLn.% iz in review of the district officer's reports on pre-
Ihninary examination and survey of Connecticut River from Hartford,
Conn., to Holyoke, Mass,, called for by the act of March 4, 1913

2, The Connecticut River is under improvement from its mouth to
Hartford, a distance of 52 miles, the project providing for a channel
12 feet deep at mean low water and 100 feet wide. The pmi:n:t has
not been completed, but a channel has been provided and being
n}mlnutafm?d of sufficient depth to accommodate vessels having a draft
0 eet.

8. The city of Holyoke is situated about 33 miles above Hartford.
The river between these cities is divided inte three sections of differ-
ent characteristics—(1) Hartford to Enfield Raplds, abount 11 miles,
having a navigable depth of 2 to 8 feet at mean low water. (2)
Enfield Falls reach, 5.2 miles, total fall about 35 feet, surmounted b
a privately constructed canal with locks about 18 by S0 feet, with 3.
feet depth at mean low water on the lower sill of lower lock. The
canal was nominally constructed for navigation purposes but is used
mainly for rsupplying water power to manufacturing establishments
at the town of Windsor Locks., The canal is owned by the Connecticut
River Co., chartered by the State of Connectieut in 1828, (8) The
pool formed by the Enfield Dam, extending to Holyoke, 16.5 miles, with
navigable-depth at mean low water of about 6 feet. Several towns of
importance are located on this reaclk. A power dam at Holyoke pre-
vents further navigation BT the river, the locks and navigation canal
at this place having fallen into ruin.

4. Until about 1882 there was a light-draft steamboat service up to

ringfield, but for many years navigation has been conflned to excur-

on and motor boats in the Hnfield Dam pool. During the riod
1871-1886 a small amount of wing-dam work was done by the United
Stat;es hetween Hartford and the Enfleld Rapids, but without lasting
results,

5. Numerous plans for the improvement of the reach under considera-
tion have been presented in reports referred to by the district officer.
The last one, submitted in 1910, published in House Document No., 818
Sixty-first Congress, second sesslon, recommends the improvement of
the river by the United States under a project providing for a channel
T feet deep and 100 feet wide at an estimated cost of $1,015,600, with
the condition that a suitable lock and dem for surmounting Enfleld
Rapids shall be built by private or corﬁorate interests, free of cost to
the United States; that navigation shall be free from tolls:; that those
constructing the lock and dam shall assume all responsibility for dam-
ages; and that after construction the lock and dam shall become the
property of and be maintained by the United States. No actlon by Con-
gress has been taken on this report. )

6. The population of the territory directly affected by the proposedl
improvement is reported as exceedin 200.04{0. The total freight ton-
nage iz given as 2,977,900, the principal commodity bel coal.. What
part of this commerce would be carried by water if adequate factll-
ties were provided is specnlative, but the district officer believes it
would amount to as much as 700,000 tons annually and would effect a
saving of from $200,000 to $300,000 a year, with a prospect of this
amount being increased if the communities adjacent continue to grow.

T. The district officer discusses the guestion of the proper depth
to be provided to meet the probable demands of commerce and, for
reasons glven, concludes that it should be 12 feet and the width
generally 100 feet, so as to accommodate the vessels to be used on
the enlarged Erle Canal and to permit such vessels as now go to
ﬁtﬂtmm to proceed to points on the river above without brenking

]

8. Plans with estimates are presented for Iimproving the reach
between Hartford and the Enfleld Rapids both by open-channel im-
provement and by canalization by means of one lock and dam located
13 miles above the Hartford Br the respective estimates being
$2,030,000 and $1,405,000, with $45, and $40,000 per annom for
maintenance. Due to the lower cost of construction and maintenance
and on' account of other ndvnntngu;s. the district officer is of opinion
that the canalization plan i{s the better.

9. In the upper reach the pool formed by the Enfield Dam gives
Fennml.iy a depth greater than proposed, and the only work required
s some dredging and rock excavation, estimated to. cost $465,000, and
$15.000 annually for maintenance,

10, To complete the improvement and make it of value to naviga-
tion, as well as to wnter-inar interests, will require a new lock and
dam at the Enfield Rapids. It appears that private interests are
ready to provide, these struetures without cost to the United States
for the use of the gower developed, if the necessary authority is ﬁlven.
Plans are presented for a dam and a lock having a chamber 310 45
feet in horlzontal dimensions, estimated to cost $2,080,000, and $10,000

r annum for maintenance and operation. The cost of Improvement
o the United States will therefore be $1,870,000, if private interests
construct the new lock and dam at the rapids, and $3,950,000 if the
United States constructs the lock and dam in addition to the work

required above and below. Maintenanee and operation would amount I

to $65,000 a year.

11. The amount of water pewer that may be expected from the de-
velopment In excess of that now used by the mills is computed by the
district officer, on the basis of a 30,000-horsepower plant, at about
13,353 horsepower, which he states would have a leasing value esti-
mated at $100,000, or §7.50 per ho Wer per annum.

12, The distriet officer discusses the question of terminals and co-
operation, and he believes that local. interests and the State should
cooperate by constructing suitable and adeguate terminals at several
points, which he estimates will represent a considerable sum when
com‘?a:w& with the cost of the project.

13. In conclusion, the district officer expresses the opinlon that the
Connecticut River between Hartford and Holyoke is worthy of Im-
provement by the United States, under a project providing for a
channel 12 feet deep at mean low water and generally 100 feet wide.
ta he obtalned by the comstruetion of a lock and dam at Hartford
and by channel excavation and regumtln&) works of limited extent, at
a fotal first cost of $1,870,000 and $65,000 annually for maintenance
and operation, this estimate being on the basis of the Enfield Lock
and Dam being constructed bly ?i:lvate interests. If such lock and
dam are not constructed by private interests within a reasonable time,
he believes the United States should undertake the entire work and
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lease the power created. On this basis the cost will be increased
$2.080,000. He recommends, however, that the appropriations be
made subject to the provision that no work be done by the United
States until the Secretal? of War is satisfied that adequate terminal
facilities under municipal or other public control will be provided at
the citles of Springfield, Holyoke, and Chicopee by the time the proj-
ect 1s completed.

14. The division engineer concurs in the main with the district
officer, but believes that work should not be undertaken by the United
States, unless the lock and dam at Enfield Rapids is constructed b
private, municipal, or State funds, and the use of all water neede
for navigation purposes be deeded to the United States by the parties
operating the dam for power purposes.

15. As stated by the district officer, favorable recommendation has
heen made for the im%rovement of this waterway at a cost to the
United States of $1.015,600, provided, among other things, that pri-
vate or cooperate interests construct a suitable lock and dam free
of cost to the United States. The depth adopted at that time was 7
feet, In view of the prospective opening of the enlarged Erie Canal
in the near future, the Increasing size of v Is used in the Sound and
tributary waters, and the continual growth of populatlon and business
adjacent, it aﬁt})cars that the proper depth of channel would now
he 12 feet, which will necessitate a corresponding increase in cost.
The present estimate is $1,870,000, aside from the Enfield Lock and
Dam, which the board believes, in_ concurrence with the division
engineer, should be constructed by water-power interests,

18. This increase in cost over the former estimates scems fully
justified, and therefore the board recommends the adoption of a
project for the improvement of the Connecticut River from Hartford
to Holyoke, Mass., following gwenemiév the plans pmJAosed by the
district officer, at a cost to the United States of $1,870,000 for first
construction and $63,000 annually thereafter for maintenance, pro-
vided (a) that water-power or other interests will construct a new
lock and dam at Enfield in accordance with the plans E;oposed by the
distriet officer, or such other modified plans as may approved by
the Chief of Enginecers and the Becretary of War, under the gen-
eral provision of law applicable to such cases; (b) that the lock and
such adjacent land as muf be needed for its operation and care shall
be deeded without cost to the United States, and sufficient power
shall be supplied free of cost for its ggerntion. but that otherwise
the lock shall he maintained and operat at the expense of the Ied-
eral Government; (c¢) that those constructing the lock and dam shall
nssume all responsibility for claims for damages that may arise from
Iiuw:lsfa rights, from injury to water power, or from any other source ;
(d) that the cities of Springfield, Holyoke, and Chicopee shall make
s?l%hle provision for terminal facilities satisfactory to the Secretary
o ar.

17. In compliance with law, the board reports that, except as con-
templated by the above recommendations, there are no questions of
terminal facilities, water power, or other subjects so related to the
project proposed that they may be coordinated therewith to lessen
the cost and compensate the Government for expenditures made in
the interests of navigation.

For the board :

FrepERIC V. ABBOT,
Colonel, Corps of Engincers,
Senior Mcember Present.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to have the attention of the chairman of the committee for a
moment. I think that as this is Saturday evening and we have
now reached 5 o'clock I would suggest we have done enough
work for this week.

Mr. DEMPSEY.
gent

My, HUMPHREY of Washington. If the gentleman wishes to
offer an amendment, I will withhold the request.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I was going to say that I proposed to ask
fhat the committee rise when we reached the East River projeect,
if that is satisfactory.

Alr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I am not sure but there is
zoing to be some debate provoked before that time. I will with-
hold the request for the present.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 4, between lines 8 and 9, insert :

“ Black Rock Harbor and Channel: To extend about 5,100 feet, the
23-foot channel, 400 feet wide, in Niagara River, to the Tonawanda
Iron & SBteei Co.’s plant, with a basin abount 1,230 feet long and 1,050
. feet wide (the extension and basin being shown in the map accompany-
ing Doc. No. 658, 63d Cong., 2d sess.), 3500.0(}0.”

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, previous to
1913 there had been built up at Tonawanda two large busi-
nesses—ua steel business and a lumber business. The lumber
business is the second or third in the whole of the United
States. The steel business was large enough so that the plant
was installed at a cost of nearly $1,500,000. At the time when
these industries were built up it was sufficient to have a depth
in the river of 15 feet. Business has changed so that to-day
the lumber business and the steel business can not be accom-
modated at that point with vessels of that draft. To-day we
must have 23 feet of depth to float the vessels now In use.
Now, the result of the situation that has existed is that Tona-
wanda is a city, with all the improvements that come with the
growth of a ecity., It has a police force; it has streets and
lights; it has the homes of the workers in the steel business and
the lumber business. Yet to-day there has been built up, §
miles in the country, above Tonawanda, a steel plant, known

Mr, Chairman, I have a short item to pre-

as the Wickwire plant, remote in the country, simply because
they have a 23-foot channel to that point in the river, and
down below, at Tonawanda, where there has been invested
$1,300,000 in a steel plant, where millions of dollars have been
invested in the lumber business, the steel plant has been nearly
shut down and the lnmber business is at a very low ebb because
of the facts, first, that vessels of small type have largely gone
out of existence, as they can not run profitably, and, secondly,
because the larger draft vessels can not come down there at all.
We have the report of the Army Engineers favoring this project.
It was made after an investigation in 1913. It has been re-
ported upon twice and the money was actually authorized, but
it was diverted to other projects.

In the case of New London, it has been said here that the
Government of the United States made a practical agreement
with that city to make it possible for her to utilize the $1,-
000,000 which she had spent. I say to you that a great busi-
ness center has grown up at the Tonawandas—they have
grown from villages to cities, because those two great industries
believed that they would be able to continue to have a depth in
the river sufficient to bring the boats there, but that has not bheen
done, and the result is that those businesses will perish unless
this amendment is adopted. Why, to-day the laboring men are
going from Tonawanda 5 miles into the country to the Wick-
wire plant. They have to go that distance, requiring an hour
morning and night, whereas that can be avoided and these great
industries maintained by the deepening of this river channel
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Ar. Chairman, I ask unanimous conscnt to
extend my remarks in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recomp. Is
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

East Chester Creek, N. Y.: Continuing improvement and for mainte-
nance, $6,000.

Mr. SPARKMAN.
do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. Pending that, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr., GreEexg] asks unanimous consent to extend his
remarks in the Recorp. Is there objection?

Mr. SMALL, Mr. HUDDLESTON, and Mr. BENNET made
the same request.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
The Chair hears none.

The committee rose; and the Speaker having resumed the
chair, Mr. SaerLEY, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union, reported that that committee
had had under consideration the bill H. R. 12193 and had
come to no resolution thereon.

AMESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Waldorf, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed bill of the following title,
in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives was
requested :

S.5270. An act for a public building at Paris, Tex.

SENATE BILLS REFEERED.

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to thelr
appropriate committees as indicated below:

8. 4505. An act appropriating money to equip Puget Sound
Navy Yard for battleship construction; to the Commiitee on
Naval Affairs.

8.5270. An act for a public building at Paris, Tex.; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of the
following title: h

8.4657. An act to authorize the Cincinnati, New Orleans &
Texas Pacific Rallway Co. to rebuild and reconstruct, maintain,
and operate a bridge across the Tennessee River near Chata-
nooga, in Hamilton County, in the State of Tennessee.

HOUR OF MEETING MONDAY.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask unanimous
consent that when we adjourn to-day we adjourn to meet at 11
o'clock—no; I withdraw that.

Mr. MANN., Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to objeet, what
is coming up Monday ?

Mr. Chairman, I move that the commitiee

[After a pause.]
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Mr. KITCHIN. I believe it is unanimous-eonsent day, and I
therefore withdraw the request. I move that the House do now
adjourn.

ADJOURKMERT.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 10
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned to meet on Monday, April
3, 1916, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXTV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the chief clerk of the Court of Claims trans-
mitting a copy of the findings of the court in the case of Aaron
L. Abbey ». The United States (H. Deec. No, 971) ; to the Com-

-mittee on War Claims and ordered to be printed.

2. A letter from the chief clerk of the Court of Claims trans-
mitting a copy of the findings of the court in the cuse of Paralee
Evans v, The United States (H. Doc. No. 972) ; to the Committee
on War Claims and ordered to be printed.

3. A letter from the chief clerk of the Court of Claims trans-
mitting a copy of the findings of the court in the case of Joseph
V. Kendall v. The United States (H. Doc. No. 973) ; to the Com-~
mittee on War Claims and ordered to be printed.

4, A letter from the chief clerk of the Court of Claims trans-
mitting a copy of the findings of the court in the case of Lizzie
W. Townsley v. The United States (H. Doe. No. 974) ; to the
Committee on - War Claims and ordered to be printed.

5. A letter from the chief clerk of the Court of Claims,
transmitting a copy of the findings of' the eourt in the case of
Nicholas O. Buswell ». The United States (H. Doe. No. 975) ;
to the Committee on War Claims and ordered to be printed.

6. A letter from the chief clerk of the Court of Claims,
transmitting a copy of the findings of the court in the ease of
Orange Parret v. The United States: (H. Doc. No. 976) ; to the
Committee on War Claims and ordered to be printed.

7. A letter from the chief clerk of the Court of Claims,
transmitting a copy of the findings of the court in the case of
Frank Winter and Walter Q. Winter ¢. The: United States
(H. Doe. No. 977) ; to the Committee on War Claims and or«
dered to be printed.

8. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, sub-

mitting estimates of appropriations for new boarding launches
for quarantine stations at Cape Charles, Va., and Columbia
River, Oreg. (H. Doc. No. 978) ; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. RAKER, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to
which was referred the bill (8. 1351) providing for the dis-
covery, development, and protection of streams, springs, and
water holes in the desert and arid public lands of the United
States in the Siate of California, for rendering the same more
readily accessible, and for the establishment of and maintenance
of signboards and monuments locating the same, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 460),
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. SINNOTT, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 10303) to grant certain
lands to the State of Oregon as a public park, for the benefit
and enjoyment of the people, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 461), which said bill and
report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. COADY, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 721) to pro-
vide divisions of mental hygiene and rural sanitation in the
United States Public Health Service, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 462), which said bill
and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas, from the Committee on Indian
Affairs, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 10989) making
appropriation for the preservation, improvement, and per-
- petnal care of Huron Cemetery, a burial place of the Wyan-
dotte Indians, in the ecity of Kansas City, Kans.,, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 463),
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. SINNOTT, from the Committee ow the Publie Lands, to

which was referred the bill (H. R. 393) to authorize an ex-
change of lands with the:State of North Dakota for promotion
of experiments in dry-land agriculture, and for other purposes,
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 464), which said bill and report were referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.
. Mr; RAYBURN, from the Commiitee on Interstate and For-
eign Commeree, to whieh was referred the bill (H. R. 12362)
granting the consent of Congress to the Dallas & Southwestern
Motorway Co. to construet a bridge across the Brazos River,
in the State of Texas, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 465), whielr said bill and report
were referred to the House Calendar.

My, CULLOP, from the-Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce; to which was referred the bill (H. R. 13669) to
authorize the county of Wabash, in the State of Indiana, to
construct a bridge aeross the Wabash River; at the eity of
Wabash, Ind., reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 466), which said bill and report were referred
to the House Cnlendar.

Mr: CARAWAY, from the Committee’ on the Judieiary, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 11878) to amend section 99,
chapter 231, of the act to codify, revise; and amend the laws
relating to the judiciary, reperted the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 467), which said bill and report
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of 'the Union.

Mr. NICHOLLS of South Carolina, from the Committee on
Military Affairs. to which was referred the bill (H. R. 13769)
to anthorize the Secretary of War to supply tents for temporary

use of the-sufferers frony the recent conflagration in Paris, Tex,,

and for other purposes, reported the same with amendment,

accompanied by a report (No. 468), which said bill and report

were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXTI, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re-
ferred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 19968) granting a pension to Flora B. Warren;
Committee on Invalid Pensions diseharged, and referred to the
Conunittee on Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 9250) granting = pension to Sarah E. Dillon;
Committee on Invalid Pensions diseharged, and referred to the
Committee on Pensions,

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXTI, bills; resolutions, and memorials
were- introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. LESHER: A bill (H. R. 14083) to authorize the Sec-
retary of War to donate to Fort Augusta, in the town of Sun-
bury, in the State of Pennsylvania, two bronze cannon or field-
pieces; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TIMBERLAKE: A bill (H. . 14064) adding certain
lands to the Colorado National Forest, Colo.; to the Committee
on the Public Lands.

By Mr. STEELE of Towa: A bill (H. R, 14065) to provide for
the purchase of additional ground and for erecting an addi-
tion to and making alterations in the Federal building at Sioux
City, Towa; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. MILLER of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 14066) authoriz-
ing the selection, under certnin circumstances, of commissioned
officers of the Philippine Scouts and the Philippine Constabulary
to fill vacancies in the grade of second lleutenant in the United
States Army ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GOULD: A'bill (H. R. 14067) authorizing the Secre-
tary of 'War to donate condemned cannon and balls; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HELM: A bill (H. R. 14068) authorizing the Commis-
sioner of Internal Revenue to collect and transmit to the Direc-
tor of the Census for publication statistics of lea¥ tobacco; to
the Committee on the Census.

By Mr. SEARS: A bill (H. R. 14009) to provide for the exami-
nation and survey of Key West Harbor, Monroe County, Fla.;
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14070) to provide for the examination and
survey of Onoshohatchee River, St. Lucie County, Fla.: to
the Commitfee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. EALANIANAOLE: A bill (H. R. 14071) to amend

.certain public-utility company franchiges in the Territory of

Hawalii ; to the Committee on the Territories.
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By Mr. FOCHT : A bill (H. R. 14072) to provide for the pur-
chase of a site for and the erection of a publie building at Lewis-
burg, Pa.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

_Also, A bill (H. R. 14073) to increase the limit of cost of
public building and site therefor at Lewistown, Pa.: to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. FOSS: A bill (H. R. 14074) granting the consent of
Congress to the village of Fox Lake, in the county of Lake,
State of Illinois, to construct a bridge across both arms of the
Fox River which passes through Pistakee Lake and Nippersink
Lake, a point suitable to the interests of navigation, at or near
their point of intersection, in the county of Lake, State of
Illinois; to the Committee on Interstate- and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. WHALEY : A bill (H, R. 14075) for the purchase of
a site for a public building at Walterboro, Colleton County,
S. C.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14076) for the purchase of a site for a
publie building at Manning, Clarendon County, 8. C.; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14077) for the purchase of a site for a
publie building at St. George, Dorchester County, S. C.; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R, 14078) for the purchase of a site for a
public building at Summerville, Dorchester County, 8. C.; to
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. PORTER : A bill (H. R. 14079) to increase the internal
revenue by revising and amending the tax on cigars and ciga-
rettes; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 14080) providing for amending
section 6 of the act relative to liability of common carriers by
railroads to their employees in certain cases; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DRISCOLL: A bill (H. R. 14081) fixing the rate of
second-class mail matter at 2 cents per pound ; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14082) for the reduction of the rate of
postage chargeable on first-class mail matter for local delivery ;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. PORTER : A bill (H. R. 14083) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Treasury of the United States to sell the post-office
site thereof in the borough of Tarentum, Pa., and to purchase a
new site; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. RAYBURN: Resolution (H. Res. 192) providing for
the consideration of House bill 563 ; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BELL: A bill (H. R. 14084) granting an increase of
pension to Letta Blackwell ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14085) granting an increase of pension to
Bedie A, Long; to the Committee on Pensions,

. By Mr. CANTRILL: A bill (H. R. 14086) granting an in-
crease of pension to Pleasant D. Broaddus; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DIXON: A bill (H. R. 14087) granting a pension to
Anna E. Luker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14088) granting a pension to Eliza Bridges;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 14089) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas 8. James; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14090) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Willman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14091) granting an increase of pension to
Angeline Jackson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 14092) granting an increase of pension to
Isane Higgins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 14003) granting an increase of pension to
Mary A. Fredenburg; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14094) to correct the military record of
William T. Rominger ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. EVANS: A bill (H. R. 14095) for the relief of W. W.
Taylor ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GLYNN: A bill (H. R. 14096) granting an increase of
pension to Harriet M. Richmond; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, r

By Mr. GRAY of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 14097) granting an
inerease of pension to Melissa L. Yates; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions, ;

By Mr. HAMILTON of New York: A bill (H. R. 14098) grant-
ing a pension to Emma A. Ball; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. HAMLIN: A bill (H. R. 14009) granting an increase
of pension to James Mitchell; to the Committee on Inwvalid
Pensions. 3

By Mr. HAYDEN : A bill (H. R. 14100) to correct the military
record of John W. Morse; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, POWERS: A bill (H. R. 14101) granting a pension to
John Storms; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. RAUCH : A bill (H. R. 14102) granting an increase of
plension to Alexander Little; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 14103) granting an inerease of pension to
Daniel Bell ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 14104) granting a pension to Margaret M.
Zurmehly ; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 14105) granting a pension to Edward West ;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14106) granting a pension to George Rauch;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14107) granting a pension to Josinh P’hil-
lips; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. RUSSELL of Missouri: A bill (H. RR. 14108) granting
an increase of pension to Miles Beckwith, alias Miles Turner;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SAUNDERS : A bill (H. R. 14109) granting an increase
gif pension to Isanc Slygh; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

By Mr, SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R. 14110) granting an in-
crease of pension to Joseph W. Anderson; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: A bill (H. R, 14111) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Henry C. Towner ; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. -

By Mr. SWEET: A bill (H. R. 14112) granting an increase of
pension to George Critzman; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14113) granting a pension to Samuel C.
Clark ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 14114) granting an extension of patent to
Rosella Rebecca Rellly ; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 14115) granting a pension to
Lonnie Beller; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14116) granting an increase of pension to
James A. Faxon; to the Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ALMON: Petition signed by J. R. Hall and others, of
Sheffield, Ala., to Congress, not to pass the House bill G468,
to amend the postal laws, and also House blll 491, with the same
title, or any other like measure; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition signed by Harris & Co., of Town Creek, Ala.,
and others, urging support of House bills 270 and 712, to tax
mail-order houses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition signed by James L. Pippin and others, of Shef-
fleld, Ala., to Congress not to pass the compulsory Sunday-
observance bill, House bill 652, to provide for the closing of
barber shops in the District of Columbia on Sunday, or any
other like religious measure; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. BAILEY: Protest of C. B. Varner, W. H. Wirick,
Charles B. St. Clair, J. E. Croyle, Charles Gable, Samuel Jor-
dan, Henry Walker, Walter 8. Penrod, J. W. Marlin, H. W.
Miller, James Walker, William O. Jordan, Jonas A. Wirick,
F. E. Hetrick, Charles Pasglat, Harvey Myers, G. E. Flenner,
J. H. Croyle, M. C. Lyac, Daniel Wirick, Robert W. Soule, R. C.
Buertnett, Richard Fleck, H. A. Bauers, John A. Cusen, G. J.
Gouchenour, J. F. Varner, William Box, 8. J. Helman, George
Bowen, and F. D. Heilman, all of South Fork, P’a., against the
passage of House bills 491 and 6468, to exclude certain publi-
cations from the mails; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

Also, memorial on preparedness; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, memorial on postalizing the wires; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. BURKE: Petitions signed by 98 merchants and busi-
ness men of Jefferson County, Wis,, asking for the passage of
House bill 270 or House bill 712, to compel concerns selling
goods direct to consumers entirely by mail to contribute their
portion of funds in the development of the local community, the
c¢ounty, and the Stateé; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
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By Mr. DENISON : Petition of 89 citizens of Carbondale, I11.,
fuvoring national prohibition; to the Cowmmittee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. DILLON : Petition of the History Club, of Sioux Falls,
favoring inspection of dairy products; to the Committee on
Agrieulture. :

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Canova, 8. Dak,, favoring
the embargo resolution; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FLYNN : Petition of the H. M. Bickford Co., New York
City, relative to appropriation for the Norfolk-Beaufort inlet
waterway ; fo the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the Central Federated Union,

opposing any modification of the seamen's act, ete.; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of National Association of Bureau of Animal
Industry Employees, favoring the Lobeck bill (H. R. 5792) ; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GARDNER: Petition of Major How Post, No. 47,
Grand Army of the Republic, of Haverhill, Mass., favoring the
passage of bill to inerease the pension of widows; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of sundry eltizens of Haverhill, Mass:, protest-
ing against the passage of House bills 491 and 6468 ; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, memorial of General Court of Massachusetts, relative to
conditions in Poland and to the entry of food therein; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GRAY of Indiana: Petition of Don Lamoreaux,
Samuel J. Tomlinson, and other citizens of the sixth congres-
slonal distriet of Indiana, protesting against the enactment of
House bill 6468 ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

Also, petition of H. M. Gibson and others, of the sixth con-
gressional district of Indiana, favoring House bill 632; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. GUERNSEY : Petition against House bills 491 and
6468 ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. HAMILTON of New York: Petition of sundry citi-
zens of Jamestown, N. Y., favoring the passage of the Emerson
resolution ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAYDEN : Petitions of sundry citizens and church
orvganizations of Arizona, favoring national prohibition; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HILL: Petition of citizens of Georgetown, Conn.,
favoring national prohibition; to the Commiftee on the Judi-
ciary. 4

By Mr. HINDS: Resolutions covered by the report of the
legislative committee of the chamber of commerce and unani-
mously ratified by the board of managers, against the passage
ef House bill 12773, for dividing the United States district
court in the district of Maine into divisions; to the Committee
on-the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH : Memorial of Colonel George W,
McCook Camp, Sons of Veterans, of Steubenville, Ohio, favor-
ing preparedness; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington : Petition of sundry eiti-
zens of Yakima County, Wash., relative to Sunday observance
bill in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Spokane, Wash., against
bills to amend the postal laws; to the Commitiee on the Post
Office and Post Roads. .

By Mr. JAMES: Petition of 32 citizens of Calumet, Mich.,
favoring national prohibition ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island : Petition of Branch No. b5,
Amalgamated Lace Makers, Alton, R. 1., favoring investigation
of dairy produets; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, memorial of Smithfield Savings Bank and National Ex-
change Bank, both of Greenville, R. I, favoring passage of House
bill 11533, amending Clayton Antitrust Act; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KONOP : Petition of sundry citizens and church or-
ganization of the State of Wisconsin, favoring national prohibi-
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MOON : Papers to accompany House bill 3304, for the
relief of George W. Pinion ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MORIN : Petition of American Temperance Board of
Churches of Christ (Disciples) in America, in opposition to
referendum in Distriet of Columbia on Sheppard-Barkley bill;
to the Committee on the Judieiary.

Also, petition of Western Military Academy, of Alton, TIL.,
in favor of House bill 11086 and Senate bill 4705 and House bill
18015 ; to the Committee on Military Aflairs.
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Also, petition of H. A. Taylor, R. H. Brownlee, Jolin H.
Carlin, Gregory M. Dexter, R. Klum, jr., R. 8. Quick, G. S. Tayn-
non, A. E. Abel, H. P, Davis, Alexander L. Hoerr, L. Gressen,
K. H. Talbot, J. P. Henry, J. H. Dickerson, John D. Stevenson,
W. Dudley, L. C. Frohrieb, Thomas W. Smith, L. H. Marten,
William Arnold, A. Stucki, H. N. Scofield, Robert Horton,
W. G. Whermey, R. D. Day, A. C. Beeson, George T. Haldeman,
J. E. Hoheck, Charles M. Reppert, P. E. Hunley, J. G. Richard-
son, Henry C. Crohemeyer, Carl D. Smith, Charles A. Failey,
Samuel E. Duff, Harry W. Stevenson, Charles C. Dornbush,
Robert 8. Kline, E. K. Morse, E. G. Ericson, C. D. Terry, C. B.
Kell, W. C. Coryell, RR. Trimble, A, A. Schueider, A. J. Schroth,
D. Ashworth, George Hardy, J. M. Larned, D. 8. Mekell, E, J.
Taylor, Frederick Schafer, G. H. Weaver, Grant B. Shipley.
John E. Carr, W. 8. Dawson, A. E. Kurcherlocke, . E. Noble,
William A, Weldin, E. E. Augustine, all of Pittsburgh. P:., in
favor of Senate bill 3946 and House bill 10845; to the Com-
mittee on AMilitary Affairs. _

By Mr. NORTH : Memorial on preparedness amd postalizing
the wires from Elder Grange, No. 503, James H. Elder, master,
and Charles A. Morris, secretary, Jefferson County: Mount
Pleasant Grange, No. 1612, J. S. Kauffman, master, and Mrs.
R. C. MeWilliams, secretary, Indiana County, Pa.; and Success
Grange, No. 1656, R. B. Flemming, master, and P. D. Wilson,
secretary, Indiana County, Pa.; to the Committee on Military
Affairs. .

Also, petition of Pomona Grange, No. 58, Indiana, Indiana
County, Pa., W. M. Wright, I. C. Rank, and I. D. Mumanu,
committee, protesting against the enactment of House bills 491
and 6468 ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Lloyd I. Gorman, Wilzus, Indiana County,
Pa., protesting, with 35 other citizens, against the enactmnent
of House bills 491 and 06468; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. NORTON : Petition of Chenho Kappo and 224 other
citizens of Lawton, N. Dak., favoring national constitutional
prohibition ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of Rolling Green Grange, No. 19, of Deslacs,
N. Dak., protesting against great military and naval prepared-
ness; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, memorial of Rolling Green Grange, No. 19, of Deslacs,
N. Dak., urging postalization of wires; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. PRATT: Petition of Haskinville Woman’s Christian
Temperance Union, of Cohocton, N. Y., favoring national cen-
sorship of motion pictures; to the Committee on Edueation.

By Mr. ROWE: Petition of Louis B, Rettberg, of Brouklyn,
N. Y., relative to Emerson resolution for relief of habics of
the war zone; to the Committee on Ways amd Means.

Also, petition of 8. B. Haig, of New York City, favoring
House bill 10845, relative to preparedness; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of the Typothetw of the City of New York,
favoring Tague bill, House bill 11621 ; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Evinrude Motor Co., of Milwaukee, Wis.,
aganinst passage of tag bill, House bill 9411, to number motor
boats; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Iisheries.

Also, memorial of the Jewish Orthodox Community of Brook-
lyn, against the passage of the immigration bill; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, memorial of Congregation of Lenox Road Baptist
Church, of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring national prohibition; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCULLY : Petition of Mrs. Jennie Stevens, of Mata-
wan, N, J,, indorsing the Burnett immigration bill ; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, memorial of Essex County (N. J.) Medical Society, in
favor of increasing the number of medical officers in the Army ;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of Manasquan, N. J,, favoring na-
tional prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SMALL: Petition of citizens of Wanchese, N. C.,
favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

AMr. SMITH of Idaho: Papers to accompany House bill 13976,
for the relief of George Ashley ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SNELL: Resolution of Mrs. W. A. E. Cummings, Mrs.
Ira E. Bartholomew, and Mrs. F. G. Lampman, in behalf of the
Woman's Christinn Temperance Union of Ticonderoga, N. Y.,
urging the passage of a national prohibition amendment ; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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Also, petition of A. K. Botsford, B. L. Wilcox, A. M. Wilcox,
(. N. Scofield, D). Scofield, E. M. Wilcox, L. M. Wilcox, Edwin
Wilcox, M. E. Collins, Lyman Collins, I. M. M. Moody, Brad
Wilcox, E. W. Wilcox, H. A. Stevens, Sherman Stevens, F. F.
Harvey, W. B. Forney, A. M. Foster, George Walton, M. L.
Phillips, C. A. Morehouse, M. C. Haggard, John Foster, M. H.
Collins, and Ira Collins, all of Saranac Lake, N. Y., protesting
against House bill 652, to provide for the closing of barber shops
in the District of Columbia on Sunday ; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

Also, petition of Kenneth W. Goldthwaite, Edward Krauss,
C. A. McAfee, and H. F. Towner, of Saranac Lake, N. X., pro-
testing against House bill 6468, to amend the postal laws; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, resolution of Mrs, J. D. More, in behalf of Brier Hill
Grange, No. 744, of Brier Hill, N. Y., in favor of a national pro-
hibition amendment to the Constitution; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, petition of E. P. Mitchell, E. E. Barrett, H. P. Jefferson,
Clayton Goslin, Milton Welch, George Cowles, John M. Flint,
W. O. Daniels, Floyd 8. Fenner, J. Fred Hoyt, Edwin Wilcox,
and others, of Parishville, N. Y., favoring the passage of a
national prohibition amendment to the Constitution ; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of T. J. Scofield, L. G. Scofield, M. H. Collins,
L. Collins, M. E. Collins, I. M. Moody, E. M. Wilcox, L. M. Wilcox,
A. M. Foster, George Walton, John Foster, M. L. Phillips, George
A. Pratt, B. F. Moody, Sidney Smith, C. E. Doody, Allison Darr,
jr., 8. C. Smith, E. Hennessey, F. L. Hillman, M. C. Daniels,
H. M. Swinger, Charles E. Bailey, D. C. McLane, G. M. Richard-
son, D. Kelley, Peter Bessette, and others, of Saranac Lake,
N. Y., protesting against the passage of House bill 6468, to
amend the postal laws; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads,

Also, petition of Mrs. H. J. Potter, Mrs. M. Ling, Mrs. J. H.
Cutler, J. B. Cutler, A. C. Randall, Mrs. 8. W. North, Albert
Forbes, and Mrs. Albert Forbes, of Newman ; Millicent Leng-
feld, Mrs. G. W. Lengfeld, G. W. Lengfeld, Mrs. Henry Packard,
and W. M. Morrow, of Lake Placid, all in the State of New
York, protesting against the passage of House bill 6468, to
amend the postal laws; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

Also, petition of Mrs. C. E. M. Edwards, Mrs. Edw. 8. Dodds,
Maude S. Learned, F. 8. Gilliland, Fredrika H. Day, Alma M,
Gilliland, Mrs. E. J. Robinson, J. G. McKinney, Mrs. Frank E.
Tromblee, Mrs. George H. Rymers, Mrs. 8. B. Miller, Mrs. M. A.
Darby, Julia Joy, Mrs. L. G. Barton, Mrs. A. B. Chatterton,
Mary P. Brown, and D. G. Barton, all of Plattsburg, N. Y.,
urging the passage of the Sisson resolution; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: Memorial of Chamber of
Commerce of Los Angeles, Cal.,, favoring the building of a road
to the summit of Mount Whitney, Cal.; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

Also, petition of L. C. Gibbs, Los Angeles, Cal., against bills
to amend the postal laws; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

Also, petition of W. D. Van Noctran and 2 other citizens of
Los Angeles, Cal., favoring an appropriation of $100,000 for
the capture of Pancho Villa; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Also, memorial of Chamber of Commerce of Humboldt County,
Cal., indorsing national and Pacific coast defense, etc.; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of Joseph Pedott and 53 others, of Los Angeles,
(Cal., against Burnett immigration bill; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, memorial of Chamber of Commerce of Los Angeles, Cal.,
indorsing House bill 5806, to provide for the construction of the
San Juan Railway in Colorado and New Mexico; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. STINESS : Petition of citizens of West Warwick, R. I,
favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. THOMAS: Petition of sundry citizens of Bowling
Green, Ky., against passage of House bills 491 and 6468, to
amend the postal laws; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads. -

By Mr. TIMBERLAKE: Petitions of citizens of Longmont,
Colo., against House bills 491 and 6468, to amend the postal
laws; to the Committee on the Post Office-and Post Roads.

By Mr. TINKHAM : Petition of Board of Governors of India
House, New York City, and ecitizens of the eleventh district of
Massachusetts, favoring adequate preparedness; to the. Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. WASON : Petitions of Men's Forum, representing 50
people, of the town of Bristol; the Nashaway Woman's Club,
representing 300 people, of Nashua; the Woman's Christian
Temperance Union, representing 35 people, of Nashua; the
Mothers’ Class of the First Congregational Church, representing
50 people, of Nashua; the Baptist Church, representing 45
people, of Peterboro; the Baptist Christian Endeavor Society,
representing 34 people, of Peterboro; the Congregational Sunday
School, representing 100 people, of Peterboro; and the Woman’s
Christian Temperance Union, representing 24 people, of Peter-
boro, all in the State of New Hampshire, favoring the national
constitutional prohibition amendment; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, resolution of the Greenville Grange, of Greenville, N. H.,
félvorlng national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judi-

ary.

SENATE.
Moxpay, April 3, 1916.
(Legislative day of Thursday, March 30, 1916.)

The Senate reassembled at 12 o’clock m., on the expiration of
the recess.
NATIONAL DEFENSE.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12766) to increase the efficiency of
the Military Establishment of the United States.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, on Thursday last in the
speech which I delivered in the Senate I made some statements
about the Du Pont Powder Co. This morning I received a
letter from Mr. du Pont, the president of the company, some-
what explaining in reference to the statements I made. I think
it is fair to myself and fair to Mr. du Pont that I should have
his letter read at the desk and my answer to if, so that the
Recorp may show both statements. A

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there is no objection, the Secre-
tary will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

E. 1. pv PoxtT pE Nemours & Co.,
Wilmington, Del., April 1, 1916.
Hon, Oscar W. USDERWOOD,

United States Senate, Washingten, D. O. -

My Drar Smm: After reading what you eaid in the Senate Thursday
bearing on our nitric-acld proposition I have reached the conclusion that
you do not understand the position of this company.

We regret to take exception to your statements on the floor that we

had endeavored to influence Congressmen against the Muscle Shoals

roposition. We have never in any way, either directly or through
gir. Cooper, who was eclally mentioned, made any such endeavor,
nor has it been our intention to do so.

We do not desire to keep the Government of the United States, or any
individual or corporation, from building a plant for fxation of atmos-
pheric nitrogen. Nor are we soliciting the business of manufacturing
nitric acld for the Government.

The United States is to-day in a
nation. Among the greatest, it is alone in a condition of peace. Mag-
nificent in its financial and commercial  development, wer, and
strength, it is weak to the deu&h- of its citizens, be they rich or poor,
in its preparedness against outside attack. Never has there been more
Ellllns;::smto dlc)l, coup!eg with lefts wer tt::l E:iet l:lum .!;.han now.

ever ere been greater necessity for mw T coopera-
tion. Let, then, each man bear his part of the burden as best he can in
the cause of preparedness.

Those in charge of E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. have concelved
it their duty in this crisls to be that of performance and not of in-
fluence, We, who of necessity must be prominent In military affairs,
are not the unbiased judges of the question of preparedness, its char-
acter and extent. Whatever may be our personal convictlon of the
overwhelming advantages of peace to our ;{n commercial ess
against the smaller advantages of war to our lesser military interest,
we could not escape from the suspicion of our fellow men if we were
to nttemPt to advise preparedness. These facts have led us to stand
for absolute neutrality in this discussion. Those who are and feel
themselves unbiased in this question must decide the amount and char-
acter of preparation. It is for us to take action under their decision.

The European war brought to our company calls for assistance that
few organizations have been made to face. To the response that has
been made we may refer with pardonable pride. In October, 1914,
when the first demands for gowder came from abroad, our comaany had
capacity to manufacture military explosives nmounﬁng to 10,000,000

ounds per annum ; of this capacity about 50 per cent had remained
dle for flve years owing to the activities in manufacture of our own
Government. In fact this surplus capacity was about to be abandoned.
To-day we are manufacturing at an output of 375,000,000 pounds per
annum, and every pound of material necessary for this vast production
E}:dstlts source in our own United States excepting one item alone,

trate.
The possible failure of the Chilean nitrate beds, whose lifetime is
measureable In a few decades, has long led consumers to think of
other sources of WWH} The formation of oxides of nitrogen and of
nitric acld from the through the electric discharge has been long
known, but those who turned to that source of commercial supply met
with long discouragement; though in recent years nitrates for use in
fertilizers have been made commercially through the use of cheap water
power, it was not until the year immedlatelzI preceding the European
war that nitric acld was produced in gquantity, quality, and cost to

ition never hefore known to any

compete with that made from Chilean nitrate,
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